Postdivorce parental roles: a descriptive study by Congleton, Victor R. & Londos, Lisa Christina
Portland State University
PDXScholar
Dissertations and Theses Dissertations and Theses
6-1976
Postdivorce parental roles: a descriptive study
Victor R. Congleton
Portland State University
Lisa Christina Londos
Portland State University
Let us know how access to this document benefits you.
Follow this and additional works at: http://pdxscholar.library.pdx.edu/open_access_etds
Part of the Social Welfare Commons, and the Social Work Commons
This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access. It has been accepted for inclusion in Dissertations and Theses by an authorized administrator of
PDXScholar. For more information, please contact pdxscholar@pdx.edu.
Recommended Citation
Congleton, Victor R. and Londos, Lisa Christina, "Postdivorce parental roles: a descriptive study" (1976). Dissertations and Theses.
Paper 1936.
10.15760/etd.1935
j 
~ 
I 
I. 
I 
! 
POSTDIVORCE PARENTAL ROLES: 
A DESCRIPTIVE STUDY 
by 
VICTOR R. CONGLETON 

and 

LISA CHRISTINA LONDOS 

, 
L 
I 
A research practicum submitted in partial fulfillment of the 
requirements for the degree of 
MASTER 

OF 

SOCIAL WORK 

Portland State University
1976 
I 

I 

I ( 
TO THE OFFICE OF GRADUATE STUDIES AND RESEARCH: 
The members of the Committee approve the research 
practicum of Victo~ R. Congleton and Lisa Christina Londos 
presented June 7, 1976. 
APPROVED: 
Nolan Jones 
I 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
The authors of this paper would like to take this 
opportunity to thank those people whose assistance and sup­
port have made its completion possible. Stan Cohen's sup­
port and clarification with regard to the entire scope and 
time frame of this project ("this stuff is dynamite!") was 
invaluable. His participation would not have been possible 
without the caring supervision of Nolan Jones, whose in­
sights and suggestions were greatly appreciated. Kay 
.Toran's advisory role in the preparation of the paper is 
also greatly appreciated. 
Thanks to Andrew Leung for his patience and labors 
beyond the call of duty in preparation of the data. Our 
thanks, also, to our co-workers on the rDCAP project whose 
labors made this paper possible in the first place. We also 
wish to thank Dean Clarkson, whose unhesitating willingness 
to help greatly facilitated the organization of our data. 
A special thanks must go to Tane Hunter. Her phenom­
enal ability to keep our student lives under control is 
responsible for our reaching this point. 
I 
I 

I 

I 

J 
I 

I 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
PAGE 
iiiACKNOWLEDGEMENTS • . . . . . . . . . . . . 
. . . . . . . . . . . . 
. . . . vLIST OF TABLES • • • 
CHAPTER 
1I PREFACE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
. . . . . . . . . . 3II SURVEY OF LITERATURE • 
Introduction • • . .. . . . 3 

Content . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 

III METHODOLOGY OF PREVIOUS STUDIES . . . . . 25 

Introduction • . . . . . . 25 

Content . . . . . . . . . . . 28 

IV INTRODUCTION • . . . . . . . . . . . . 38 

V PRESENTATION OF DATA • . . . . . . . . . . 44 

. . . . . . . . . 96VI FINDINGS • • • • • • 
VII RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS . . . 104 

106BIBLIOGRAPHY • • . . . . . . . . . . 
. . . . . . . 117APPENDIX I • . . . . . . . . 
APPENDIX II . . . . . . . . . . . . 131 

APPENDIX III • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 138 

I 
I 

I

I 
I 
I 
I 
TABLE 
I A 
I B 
I C 
II A 
II B 
II c 
III A 
III B 
IV A 
IV B 
IV C 
V A 
VB 
VI 
VII 
VIII A 
VIII B 
VIII C 
VIII D 
VIII E 
VIII F 
LIST OF TABLES 
PAGE 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
• • 
vi 
TABLE PAGE 

VIII G • • • • 70 

VIII H • • 71 

IX A • 72 

IX B • 73 

IX c • • • 73 

X A 74 

X B • 75 

X c • • 75 

XI A. • • 76 

XI B • 77 

XI c • • 77 

XII A • • 78 

XII B • 79 

XII c 79 

XIII A 	 80• 
XIII B 	 81 

XIII C 	 82• 

XIII D 83 

XIV A 84 

; 
XIV B
l. 	 • • • • • • 85 

XIV C 86 

XIV 	 D • • • • • 87 

•
XVA 88 

XVB • • 	 • • • 89 

I 
vii 
TABLE PAGE 
X:VC 90 

XVD • • 91 

XVI A 92 

XVI B 93 

XVI c 94 

XVI D 95 

I 
i 
I 
I 
\ 
. 
CHAPTER I 
PREFACE 
Divorce is becoming an increasingly common phenomenon 
in American society. Its occurrence is increasing both in 
absolute and relative numbers, and also in its involvement 
of minor chi1dren. l As will be demonstrated below, very 
little is actually known about the process of divorce or 
about its impact on the members of the family_ Of partic­
ular concern is the effect of divorce on the children in­
vo1ved, and the decisions and practice of the divorcing 
parents regarding their subsequent parenting relationship 
to the children. 
The authors of this report intend to study a random 
sample of divorcing couples and to derive a descriptive 
analysis of their perceptions of the proper role of the non­
custodial parent (usually the father) in regard to the child 
rearing process following separation and divorce. We will 
work with that portion of available data for which we have 
information from both parents in the divorcing family. 
Particular attention will be paid to issues of congruence or 
noncongruence in perceptions between the two members of the 
lJulie FUlton, audio tape, University of Minnesota, 
1974~ 
! 

I 
I 2 
coparental couple (including each member's judgement of his/ 
her partner's perceptions of the issues. 
We believe that the ability of the divorcing parents 
to provide a stable and cooperative relationship in their 
parental roles is very important for the children to be 
assisted in adjusting to the divorce. Given this assump­
tion~ the extent of congruence or noncongruence in the per­
ceptions of the parents about the role of the noncustodial 
parent in postdivorce child rearing may be very important in 
determining the degree of cooperation between. them and the 
subsequent ease of adjustment of the children to the new 
family role rel~tionships. 
Our data will be taken from questionnaires and oral 
interviews with a random sample of divorcing couples, ad­
ministered very soon after the official filing for the 
divorce. Longitudinal studies are planned to follow the 
subjects through the divorce process for as long as eighteen 
months after filing. The~e subsequent stUdies will not be 
reported here. 
i 
I 
I 
.CHAPTER TWO 
1 
SURVEY OF LITERATURE 
I 
I IntroductionI 
Divorce in this country is becoming a more and more 
widespread phenomenon .. The number of people affected by 
divorce increases every year. Not only is the number of 
couples who divorce increasing, but the number and propor­
tion of divorcing families with minor children is increas­
ing. 2 In 1971, 840,000 minor children were involved in 
divorce as compared to 700,000 in 1968, and 413,000 in 1960. 
In 1968 over 60 per cent of the divorces involved minor 
children and by 1973 almost 70 per cent of divorcing couples 
had minor children. 3 There are many researchers who work 
with divorce statistics, and the general consensus is that 
there is an increase in the number of divorcing couples, in 
the divorce rate, in the proportion of divorces involving 
families with children, and in the average number of chil­
dren per divorce. 4 
2Ibid • 
3David A. Olson, "Marital and Family Therapy: Inte­
grative Review and Critique," in A Decade of Family Research 
and Action, ed. by Carlfred Broderick, National Council of 
Family Relations, 1972, pp. 5-17. 
4Fulton, loc. cit. 
4 
According to researchers, it 1s estimated that of all 
the marriages in 1968, one out of four will end 1n divorce. 5 
The most recent figures show that in 1975, nationwide, more 
than one-third of all marriages will end in divorce. While 
on the West Coast, the figure is closer 'to one-half. 6 In 
1975, divorce in this country reached the one million mark. 7 
In 1914 we had around 100,000 divorces. In 1970 there were 
750,000 divorces. 8 Between 1967 and 1970 alone, the divorce 
rate increased 30 per cent. National statistics indicate 
that not only is the divorce rate increasing, but that the 
marriage rate is also increasing. 9 
Divorce laws are becoming more liberalized. Several 
states have now passed "no fault" divorce laws making 
divorces easier to obtain. This should contribute to the 
___ ~rowlng div_orc_e rat_e. The increased longevity of parents 
and children will ,be a contributing factor as 	well, creating 
lOan increased possibility for divorce to occur.
5Ibid • 

6
Rebecca Stafford, Ph.D., "We Can't Live With Them-­
We Can't Live Without Them," The Single Parent, March 1976, 
5-9. 
7The Sunday Oregonian, March 7, 1976. 
8Stafford, OPe cit., pp. 5-9. 
9Da~id Olson, OPe cit., pp. 7-15. 
10Ibid. 
I 
l 
5 
Goode, a leading divorce researcher, contends that a 
major reason for the increase is that 1n modern America 
there has been an ideological shift for greater indlvidual­
·ism. The result of this is that people are more reluctant 
to remain in a marriage where. their individual needs are not 
met. ll In modern society, marriage partners need not come 
from backgrounds as homogenous as before. Partners may come 
from different cultural areas, possess varied levels of 
education, and have different expectations in regard to in­
come and life style. There tends to be more opportunities 
in this situation for stress and conflict, and this is often 
accompanied by a decreasing effective compromise or even the 
desire to compromise. 12 
Divorce is a difficult and trying situation for those 
involved in that with the dissolution of marriage, the 
family is fragmented. The members have to deal w'ith a great 
upset in their sense of interdependability. The relation­
ship of the family members is altered. At least one, if not 
both, of the parents made a conscious choice to dissolve the 
marriage. The children, however, had little if anything to 
say about the decision. Their position is one of relative 
IlJohn Scanzoni, riA Social' System's Analysis of Dis­
solved and Existing Marriages, Journal of Marriage and the 
Family, 30 (August 1965), 460. 
12John Scanzon1, itA Reinquiry in Marital Disorganiza­
tion," Journal of Marriage and the Family, 27 (November 
,
, 
1965), 483-91. 
; 
\ 
l 
6 

powerlessness. A child's emotional and affectional ties in 
our society are to his immediate family group, and d1vorce 
involves the alteration of these relationships. While this 
has a great impact on their lives, they have little in­
fluence over the situation and how it affects them. 13 
Divorce is the dissolution of marriage, a termination 
of the husband and wife relationship, but it is not a ter­
mination of the parental responsibilities. Only the sexual 
union has been dissolved. Parental rights and responsibili­
ties are unchanged by divorce. The problem lies in carrying 
them out. In the case of divorce, there is no such thing as 
a single parent family. There are still two parents who 
must negotiate the parenting relationship between them­
selves.14 
Divorce is often viewed as a tragic event in our 
society and those involved are often pitied. While it may 
be unfortunate that a marriage ends in divorce, it is the 
continuance of a destructive marriage that presents a tragic 
situation. Divorce in itself is no tragedy and may be a 
beneficial situation for all involved.15 What is tragic is 
13Martin Ploscowe, The Truth About Divorce (New York: 
Prent1ce-Hall, 1967)~ p. 220. 
14Fulton, loc. cit. 
15Morton M. Hunt, The World of The Formerly Married 
(New York: McGraw-Hill, 1966), pp. 40-45; and J. Louise 
Despert, Children of Divorce (Garden City, New York: Dolphin,
1962) pp. 20-25. 
I 
l 
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that in a society where divorce is as widespread as it is~ 
we know so little about the effects on the parents and chil­
I 
I dren involved.
16 
I Content 
.
I 
Although divorce affects so many people in this coun­
try~ there is a dearth of published material on the subject. 
It is a recognized ~act that divorce is becoming more wide­
spread~ but it is a little understood phenomenon and little 
is known about the ways in which people deal with divorce. 
It is viewed as a problem in our society; as something to be 
avoided. The social norm is permanency in marriage. 17 
There exists a discrepancy, however~ between the cultural 
norm and the personal reality for a growing number of peo­
ple. Societal feelings about divorce appear to be ambiva­
lent. For many there has been a conscious denunciation~ 
loss of respect~ or separation from society's institutions. 
The controls which have been set up by these powerful insti­
tutions~ however, cannot be so easily denied. Being so 
powerful, they still govern our social consciences and 
feelings. 18 Divorce~ therefore, still is seen as a 
16Fulton, lac. cit. 
l7Hunt , Ope cit., pp. 40-45; and Esther Oshivar 
Fisher, Divorce: The New Freedom (New York: Harper & Ca.~ 
1974), pp. 10-20. 
18Ibid., p. 13. 
I 
\ 
\ 
I 8 
deviationj although there does seem to be a more liberal 
attitude emerging. 
Evidence of this more liberal attitude can be seen in 
the "no fault" divorce laws which are being adopted by more 
and more states. Divorcing persons are not currently as 
widely seen as self-gratifying, and there is not, as before, 
the same moral condemnation. An attitude prevails that 
divorce is a tragic event. 19 The divorcing couples are seen 
as having failed, and those involved are pitled. 20 Divorce 
is not an isolated event, but a process that alters the 
relationship of the members of the family and their inter­
dependability. Although the husband and wife relationship 
is terminated, the parental relationship continues and the 
members are faced with a situation containing no socially 
prescribed ro1es. 2l In Rebecca Stafford's recent study, the 
divorcees felt that the 
clear. 22 
norms for their behavior were un­
In this country, socialization takes place primarily 
in the biparental nuclear family. Children are primarily 
19Stafford, 10c. cit. 
20Bernard Steinzor, When Parents Divorce 
Random House, 1969), p. 5. 
21Fisher, OPe cit., pp. 10-25. 
22Stafford, 10c. cit. 
(New York: 
I 
\ 
I 9 
1 dependent on their parents for emotional, physical and 
social support. A child gets his sense of belonging from 
the immediate nuclear family, and particularly from his/her 
mother and father. 23 
It is a commonly accepted belief that the children of 
parents who have been divorced are more susceptible to de­
1inquenc~ and personal and social problems than those chil­
dren of families that remain intact. 24 There has been much 
research done on the relationship between broken homes and 
delinquency.. While this research supports the fact that a 
relationship does exist here, many of the researchers feel 
that the parental relationship is of far greater importance 
than the fact that these children come from broken homes. 25 
The biological, social and emotional growth and de­
velopment of children continues regardless of the circum­
stances in the family. The needs at different stages of 
development are still there and need to be met and under­
stood. 26 In the nuclear family the development of the 
23Steinzor, Ope cit., p. 4. 
24J. R. Udrey, The Social Context of Marriage (New 
York: J. B. Lippincott, 1971), p. 458; J. Westman, et a1., 
"The Role of Child Psychiatry 1n D1vorce,u Arch1ves of 
General Psychiatry, 23 (5) 1971 416-420; and Despert, ~ 
cit., pp. 10-20. 
25Ibid • 
26Irving R. Stuart and E. Abt Lawrence, Children of 
Separation and Divorce (New York: Grossman, 1972), pp. 10­
-15. 
10 
individual 1s conditioned not only by his own biological, 
social and emotional needs, but by the needs of the other 
members of the family, and of the family as a whole. 27 
Divorce involves a fragmentation of this immediate family 
group, and therefore has a serious impact on the child. 28 
The relationship of the divorcing parents and their subse­
quent parenting style is felt by researchers and therapists 
to be of great importance in determining the behavior pat­
terns, the sense 'of security and self-esteem of the children 
who are dependent on their parents. Parents who do not 
cooperate and work out their differences are believed not to 
be able to provide their children with the security that 
they need. 29 It therefore follows that the longer it takes 
for the parents to establish or re-establish a consistent 
parenting relationship, the more difficult it will be for 
the children to come to grips with the situation, and 
27Paul Krantzler, Creative Divorce (New York: M. 
Evans and Co., 1974), pp. 195-220; and Frances H. Scherz, 
"Maturational Crises and Parent-Child Interaction," Social 
Casework, 52-6 (June 1971), 362-369. 
28Scherz, loc. cit. 

29
Stuart and Lawrence, loc. c1t.; Ploscowe, OPe cit., 
pp. 220-223; Krantzler, loc. cit.; Ste1nzor, Ope cit., p.
35; and Scherz, loc. cit. 
I 
\ 
1 11 
respond,appropriately to the accompanying social and per­
sonal changes and demands of divorce. 30 
1 Divorce itself need not be a tragic event and the 
I cause of personal and behavioral problems in children. 

\ 
! 
Udrey summarized a number of sociological studies dealing 

with divorce and children and said that: 

. • • children from happy marriages are better 

adjusted than those children from divorced mar­

riages, but those from divorced parents are better 

adjusted than those froID parents whose marriages 

are intact but unhappy.jl 

Similarly, Louise Despert, a child psychologist, be­
lieves that it is not divorce per se, but the amount of 
distress in the relationship between the parents that de­
termines the amount of distress felt by the children. 
Divorce may be less destructive, Despert feels, than the 
marriage which has been terminated by divorce. 32 
In the literature on divorce, it is generally felt by 
psychologists, psychiatrists and physicians, that it is the 
uncertainty and ambiguity felt by the divorcing parents re­
garding their roles in relation to their children that 
30J . Westman, "Effect of Divorce on a Child's Person­
al i ty Development, rt_ Mental Health Digest, 4 (1972), pp. 
24-28; and Scherz, Idc. cit. 
31Udrey, OPe cit., pp. 458-460. 
32 
Despert, OPe cit., pp. 15-20. 
I 
12 
I 
I 
\ 
\ 
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I 
I 
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\ 
negatively affects the behavior and emotional well-being of 
the ch1ldren. 33 
When parents divorce, children have a sense of aban­
donment and vulnerability. Odier describes this postdivorce 
sense of abandonment as being characterized by "alternation 
between inner depression and outer aggressiveness; a grieY­
lng for the lost family unit, and feelings of being weak and 
. n34intensely 'vulnerable. 
Cline, Kramer, Westman and Swift, in their studies of 
children of divorced parents from psychiatric clinics, found 
that in no case has there been a mutually satisfactory 
arrangement between the divorced pair in regard to the child­
care arrangement. From their findings, they felt that, "the 
experience of divorce itself is less pathogenic than the 
nature of the parents' personalities and relationship with 
their children.,,35 
Despert, Krantzler, and others, have found that chil­
dren often feel that they are responsible for the breakup 
. 33Ibid . j Krantzler, loc. cit. j Westman, op. cit., pp. 

24-28. 

34Edwln J. Anthony, liThe Child in His Family," Publlc­
International Congress of Child Psychiatry and Allied Profes­
sions, 7th, Jerusalem, 1970, pp. 20-40. 
35Westman, et a1., OPe cit., pp. 416-420. 
\ 
\ 13 
of their parents· marriage. When parents, after divorce,\ 
continue to act uncooperat1vely, the ch1ld may blame h1mself 
\ for any continued conflict. 36 John McDermott, a child psy­
chiatrist, found, this to be true, particularly when there 
were conflicts over child support since this focused di­
rectly on the child. 37 
Wallerstein, through her research on divorce in Cali­
fornia, concludes that the guilt that children feel for 
causing the divorce may be a means to ward off feelings of 
powerlessness or lack of control over the situation that 
affects them so much. 38 
McDermott, ,Krantzler, Despert, and others, speak to 
the fact that when parents fail to work out cooperative 
parenting roles, they often use their children as pawns 1n 
their continued conflict. Children are sometimes used to 
deprive one of the parents of affection in retaliation for 
some wrongd01ng to one of the parents. A child's security 
36Krantzler, OPe cit., pp. 195-200; McDermott, 
"Divorce and Its Psychiatric Sequalae in Children, Archives 
of General psychiatry, 23, 5 (1970), pp. 421-27; and Judith 
S. Wallerstein and Joan Kelley, "Effects of Parental Divorce: 
Experiences of the Child in Later Latency, American Journal 
of Orthopsychiatry, Vol. 46, 2 (April, 1976), pp. 480-85_ 
37Westman, et al., loc_ cit. 
38wallerstein and Kelley, loc. c1t. 
14 

is threatened if he begins to realize that he is being 
manipulated in his parents· conflict. 39 On the other hand, 
the child may manipulate the parents when they have not 
worked out their relationship. The children may be either 
trying to reunite the parents, or trying to perpetuate the 
existing conflict. Children realize quickly when their 
parents are no longer a team working together but can be 
manipulated-against each other. A child is not comfortable 
with the power to do this. 40 
As Grollman says in his book, Explaining Divorce to 
Children, I'The sad truth is that in the parental battle for 
favorable position, most adults ignore the rights of their 
children. u4l It is felt that regardless of the situation 
between the parents, the child should be made aware of it. 
When the situation is unknown to the children, this is far 
more threatening than a clear, realistic picture. Even if 
the situation is painful, it is not left to the child to use 
his/her imagination to fill in the gaps. There is difficulty 
39Stuart and Lawrence, loc. cit.; Westman, et al., 
loc. cit.; Despert, loc. cit.; Krantzler, loc. cit. 
40Hunt , Ope cit., pp. 60-8; Stuart and Lawrence, loc. 
cit. 
41 
Grollman, E. A., Explaining Divorce to Children 
(Boston: Beacon Press, 1969). 
15 
in doing this if the parents themselves don1t understand 
their postdivorce situation. 42 
Even if the parents realize the importance for the 
child of working out a cooperative relationship, a certain 
amount of ambivalence can be anticipated from the divorce. 
There may still be unresolved hurt or anger which makes 
their efforts more difficult. 
Goode1s findings from his 1948 study were wide-ranging 
and susceptible of almost endless correlation and interpre­
tation. 43 A few that are generally relevant to the subject 
matter of this study will be mentioned. He found that dis­
cussion of the children (followed by issues of child sup­
port payments and division of property) were the most common 
of predivorce discussion of postdlvorce arrangements between 
the parents. Also, the higher the educational levels of the 
parents, the more likely they were to have engaged in these 
kinds of discussions. At the same time, however, there was· 
much less agreement (in the opinions of the mothers) on the 
appropriate arrangements for the children than there was on 
questions of division of property. Goode explained this 
phenomenon by postulating that there were no social norms to 
guide these decisions. The only universally accepted norm 
42Despert, OPe cit., pp. 18-29; Krantzler, OPe cit., 
pp 204-20. 
43William J. Goode, "Children in Divorce," Women In 
Divorce (New York: The Free Press, 1956) 
! 16 
1 was th~ continued existence of the two-parent nuclear fam­
1 11y, and by deciding to violate that, there was nothing left 
\ for them to organize their feelings around. 
The study found that there was a moderate positive cor­
\ 
relation between the extent of these predivorce discussions 
of arrangements and a high frequency (once a week or more) 
of permitted visits between the fathers and their children. 
Similarly, the extent of the child1s attachment to the 
father (in the mother's perception) was positively correlated 
with the mother's desire for him to visit the children. 
This desire for frequent visitation was negatively cor­
related with her residual desire for some kind of punishment 
of the ex-husband. If these finds appear to be truisms, it 
might be noted that this sociologist, before he did this 
study, believed that divorce w'as more frequent .in the higher. 
socio-economic strata than in the lower, and was among the 
first to find th~t this was not the case. Consistent with 
their decision to omit the father from their study, the 
Goode group assumed that if the mother was satisfied with 
the custody and visitation arrangements, that the father was 
also, due to prevailing role expectations and the social and 
family structure. This may not be accurate. 
Perhaps the most striking aspect of Julie Fulton's 
previously cited work44 is the extent to which it indicates 
44Fulton, 1 itoc. c • 
E 
17 
that Goode was w'rong. in his assumptions of fundamental 
agreement between the divorcing spouses. Not only did 20 
per cent of Fulton's respondents disagree on the educational 
level of the divorcing spouse, fully 50 per cent of them 
disagreed on the level of family income at the time of the 
separation, by several thousands of dollars. One couple 
even disagreed on the number of children their marriage had 
produced. 
If these couples' responses are noncongruent on such 
factual historical information, we can expect that more sub­
jective areas will be equally or even more nonconsensual. 
In fact this is true. Forty per cent of Fulton's cou­
ples did not agree at all in their responses as to why they 
divorced, or what they argued about. Fifty per cent of them 
agreed in part, and only 10 per cent really agreed on what 
had happened. 
In the area of child rearing values, Fulton's work 
seems to validate the utility of Scheff's (1968) hier­
45archical conceptualization of consensus. Scheff argued 
that mere agreement on an issue is not as important for co­
operation as perceived agreement. Fulton found that the 
couples who were disputing custody of their children felt 
there was no consensus between themselves and their 
divorcing spouse as to child rearing values, and in many 
; 
45Thomas Scheff, uToward a Sociological Model of Con­I ­ sensus,u American Sociological Review, Vol. 32 (1) 1967, 
pp. 32-45. I 
18 
cases found it difficult to even guess at what their ex­
mate's values responses might be. In fact, these cou­
pIes exhibited more agreement in this area than did the non-
contesting couples--who were cooperating in the parental 
relationship and perceived a good deal of agreement between 
themselves. 
Most of Fulton's custodial parents (primarily mothers) 
felt that they had no right to interfere with the relation­
ship between the children and their father. They were also 
hard put to figure out what the real value of the visita­
tion was, aside from the legal rights aspect. 
In spite of liberalized divorce laws and a generally 
more liberal society, it is the feeling of several thera­
pists and researchers who have written on divorce that 
divorce is still seen as ~ sign of fariu're. ~ -A-a· a· resliIt; ... 
even though the divorce m~y be putting an end to a destruc­
tive marriage, the people involved feel that they have to 
justify their actions. There still exist ambivalent feel­
46ings about divorcing persons. Stafford, 1n her studies, 
found that some divorcees experienc~d a certain amount of 
social ostracism and feelings of guilt. Many times friends 
or relatives do what they can to "fix uprt the marriage or 
suggest marital counseling. There seems to be the assump­
tion that the decision to divorce was not a rational adult 
46Stafford, 10c. cit.; Hunt, 10c. cit.; Krantzner, 
loc. cit. 
> 
I 
\ 
I 19 
I decision, but that things can be worked out. 47 Here is also 
I the idea that divorce, in itself, has negative effects on 
\ children and the parents should try to make their marriageI 
\ work, rlif only for the sake of the children." Parents who 
decide to divorce may feel that they are acting selfishly 
I or depriving their children of a "happy home." The ambiva­
lence of people in regard to divorce can often be seen when 
they are informed of plans to divorce by a friend. People 
don't know whether to console and feel sorry for the person 
or to congratulate them. 48 From her studies, Stafford found 
the divorcees often express low levels of self-esteem as 
well as guilt. Divorcing people, it is found, are feeling 
embarrassed or guilty about their decision at a time when 
they need to feel assurance, self-esteem and support to 
enable them to work out the arrangements affecting their 
future and that of their children. 49 
Role disturbance is yet another factor contributing 
to the difficulty in establishing a consistent parenting 
relationship. Hunt believes that the lonliness felt by 
those involved in divorce is often largely due to this role 
47Hunt, loc. cit.; Fisher, OPe cit., pp. 10-15. 
48Stafford, loc. cit.; and Willard Waller and Rueben 
Hill, The Family (New York: Dreydon Press, 1951), p. 419. 
49Hunt, OPe cit., pp. 60-65; Stafford, loc. cit.; 
Krantzler, loc. cit.; and Fisher, OPe cit.~ pp. 10-20. 
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disturbance.. The more specialized the roles the husband andI 
wife experienced in marriage, the greater the disturbance 
1 
felt by divorce. 50 
1 
Also, the longer the couple has been married, the 
greater the personal and social commitment, the harder it 
will be to adjust to the new situation. It requires the 
disintegration or giving up of some patterns which existed 
a long time, and which carried with them great emotional in­
vestments. 51 Most of the roles we play are governed by tra­
dition or societal definitions of what these roles entail. 
In this way we'know what is expected from us and in many 
cases there are ideal standards to aspire to. There is no 
such frame of re~erence for divorcing persons. Divorce 
tells them that they are not married but. it does not tell 
them what they are. They have ·no clear direction as to what 
their behavior should be. Divorcing persons find themselves 
in a social status for which there have been no clearly de­
fined roles. They are no longer married, yet they are not 
really single. 52 Paul Krantzler in his book, Creative 
Divorce, describes this predicament: 
50Krantzler, loc. cit.j and Hunt, OPe cit., pp. 45-50. 
51Robert R. Bell, Marriage and Family Interaction 
(Homewood, Ill.: Dorsey Press, 1967), pp. 330-335; and 
Krantzler, loc. cit. 
52Stafford, loc. cit.; Fisher, 10c. cit.; and 
Krantzler, OPe cit., pp. 7 and 73. 
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\ For most of us marriage was the primary de­terminer of ourselves; it told us who we were, 
what. to do, how to behave towards others, what to 
feel. It supplied the reasons for living and the 
rules by which we lived, although we may not have 
realized this while we were married. 53 
Before a person can perform satisfactorily in a new 
role or incorporate a new' self-definition, they must know 
what is expected of them, both in terms of behavior and 
values. They need some type of social confirmation. 54 
For divorcing couples there is a ~reat deal of dis­
connecting yet to be done after physical separation. Those 
who have children must maintain a parenting relationship. 
They can terminate their sexual relationship, but not their 
parental one. In our society these relationships are joined 
in the monogamous family. Even though the roles are int~r-
related and overlap, the parents must maintain some auton­
omy of the husband/wife relationship. How effective they 
are in developing a cooperative parenting relationship after 
divorce may be dependent on how well they separated these 
roles when they were married. 55 
Couples who become parents soon after they have been 
married have not had much opportunity to develop their 
husband-wife role first. After the children arrive, they 
53Ibid., p. 73. 

54Fisher, loc. cit.; Krantzler, OPe cit., pp. 70-6. 

55stuart and Lawrence, lac. cit.; Fisher, loc. cit. 
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have much less time to do so. Then they are not only hus­
band and wife, but mother and.father also, and the separa­
tion of roles can become more difficult. 56 Dr. Nathan 
Ackerman, a family therapist, says, 
••• unfortunately many people dissolve the 
sexual union (in divorce) and in so doing, are 
incapacitated in terms of being able to maintain 
a continuity of the parental partnership for 
their offspring. 57 
There are certain titles used for divorced parents and 
often by the divorced themselves, which are ambiguous. The 
terms "single parents" or nparents without partners," inti­
mate that there is only one parent. There are still two 
parents, however, as there cannot be an ex-parent or an ex­
Child. 58 
While divorce laws are becoming increasingly more 
liberalized and several states are_ adopting uno raul t fI 
divorce, the question of custody is still governed by the 
adversary process. This process serves as a further impedi­
ment in the development of the parenting relationship. Al­
though some parents are able to work out a cooperative cus­
tody agreement, many couples end up in domestic relations 
court. There it will be determined which parent is "fit fr 
and should be given custody for the "best interest of the 
56Bell , op. cit ., p. 335. 
57Stuart and Lawrence, loc. cit. 
58GrOllman, op. cit., p. 43; and Fisher, loc. cit. 
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child. n These ambiguous terms govern the award of custody. 
I Exactly what 1s meant by "fit" parent or "the best interest 
I 
\ 
of the ch11d n ?59 In custody cases, compromise between the 
1 	 parents becomes difficult, if not impossible. After all, 
there must be a "winner" and a "10ser.u60 The procedureI 
actually may tend to sharpen any existing conflict between 
the parents. Through the conflicting charges, counter­
charges, and recriminations, the judge must determine where 
the "best interests of the child" will be served. Each of 
the parents has a lawyer who is obliged not to bring into 
court anything which may hurt his client's case. If he has 
knowledge of facts concerning either of the parents or the 
children, he will not reveal this unless it will help his 
client. 6l The outcome of the case 1s also dependent upon 
the adeptness of the lawyers, how passive or aggressive the 
clients are, and the degree of harshness of the particular 
62
state 18WS. This process would seem to make the situation 
even more difficult for those involved and to deteriorate 
the relationship between the parents instead of working to 
59Dr • Jonas Freed and Prof. Henry H. Foster, Jr., The 
Shuffled Child and Divorce Court, Trial Magazine, p. 28.--­
60n. L. Bazelon, "Psychiatrists and the Adversary 
Process,," Scientific American 230 (1974), pp. 18-23. 
61 Ibid . 
62N• Sheresky and M. Mannes, Uncoupling (New York: 
Viking Press, 1972, p. 145. 
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solve some of their problems. Blame, guilt, accusation and 
counter accusations do little for the development of a co­
operative relationship.63 
The whole divorce process does little to meet the 
social and psychological needs of those involved. There are 
no provisions available to help structure the roles and 
status of parents in the divorce process. The process is an 
impersonal one which sets up restrictions and limitations, 
but does not aid in the adjustment to and the re-establish­
ment of new roles. The process is not relevant to the 
problems of the people involved.64 
63Ibid., pp. 140-150; and Grollman, op. cit. p. 45. 
64McDermott, op. cit., pp. 421-427. 
CHAPTER THREE 
METHODOLOGY OF PREVIOUS STUDIES 
Introduction 
Given the frequency of divorce in this country and its 
tendency to rise as current data indicates, there has been 
an amazingly small amount of research done of the process of 
it. Most of the work that has been done is either (1) in 
the area of "how to do it" and the relevant laws of property 
and custody in the various states, with some suggestions for 
reform and explication of problem areas, or (2) clinically 
based studies on the responses of children to the fait 
accompli. Most of these latter have been drawn from reviews 
of case records of children and families that have exper­
ienced problems after the div.orce, and have sought or re­
quired counseling or other types of professional interven­
tion. 
Information on how people actually proceed, within the 
family group, in the process of divorce is sorely lacking. 
It is widely agreed and recognized that divorce is asso­
ciated with a wide range of problems: identification; feel­
ings of abandonment; resentment; continued struggles on the 
part of the parties to the divorce; and, to some extent, 
juvenile delinquency and pathology in the involved children. 
26 
Unfortunately, most of the studies done on pathology 
are merely correlative. An equal amount of evidence is 
available to suggest that intervening var1ables--poverty, 
race, separation of the family, and interpersonal problems 
in the family while still intact--may well be more respon­
sible than divorce per se for subsequent social and inter­
personal problems in the children of divorce. Studies that 
have avoided this clinical bias and attempted to include as 
many divorced subjects as possible from the eligible popula­
tion, have suffered from two different kinds of problems-­
(1) a retrospective ~ethodology, and (2) reliance on only 
half of the divorcing parental couple (the mother, who is, 
in about 90 per cent of the cases, the custodial parent). 
These kinds of studies (reviewed in some detail below) are 
quite valuable in that they give us a good picture of what 
the family unit looks and acts like, from the perspective 
of the head of the household, after the divorce has 
occurred. It allows us to look at the proportion of chil­
dren of divorce who subsequently have problems. This is 
surely a more valuable piece of information than the more 
commonly cited proportion of children with problems who have 
been involved in a divorce. At least it is more valuable 
for purposes of evaluation and planning for the phenom­
enon of divorce. 

There are two things glaringly lacking from even these 

superior studies: (1) a longitudinal methodology, and (2) 
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involvement in the study of the noncustodial parent--ih the 
1 
overwhelming majority of cases, the father. These are 
1 
sources of information that are obviously crucial to the 
l understanding of the divorce process and its effects on the 
people involved. To obtain information at a certain point 
\ 
in the process is to illuminate only that point--what went 
before and what comes after in the lives of the partici­
pants will remain beclouded. Perhaps even more important is 
the participation of the noncustodial parent. The neces­
sarily subjective and possibly selective recollections of 
the mother concerning the tensions and conflicts leading to 
the divorce, the planning for custody, visitation and sup­
port money, etc., tell us less than half the story of the 
postdivorce parental relationship and its genesis. 
The father's perceptions of this process and its com­
ponents are equally as important to an understanding of its 
development. More important still is the relationship of 
these perceptions to each other. Do the parents accurately 
perceive the feelings, attitudes and desires of one another, 
or do the strains and conflict that led to the divorce also 
lead to misperceptions of the desired and intended co­
parental relationship after the divorce? It would seem that 
this is a case in which the whole might be greater than the 
sum of the parts--precisely the kind of information that has 
generally been lacking in previous studies of the process 
and effects of divorce. 
I 28 There exists even less relevant information on the 
I content area of this particular study--the role relation­
, 
·ships of the divorcing parental couple regard1ng ch1ld 
\ rearing~ with particular emphasis on the role of the non­
I custodial parent. The studies on pathological effects of 
I 
divorce on the children deal with this issue only very in­
I directly, in terms of the child's perceived feelings con­
cerning his or her parents. The retrospective studies (see 
below) are necessarily very limited in their coverage of the 
planned co-parental relationship. Any study that does not 
involve both parents, as pointed out above, leaves out not 
only the perceptions and intentions of the noncustodial 
parent, but the all important relationship between his per­
ceptions of the divorce and the co-parental relationship, 
and that of the mother. This is information which is cru­
cial to a competent understanding of the dynamics and 
process of divorce~ 
Content 
The study of divorce done by William J. Goode65 and 
his associates in 1948 is the most comprehens1ve ever done, 
and to date constitutes the definit1ve sociological work 
done in this area. He drew from the court records the names 
of 892 women whose divorces were finalized at points two, 
65Goode, loc. cit. 
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e1ght, fourteen, and twenty-six months prior to the date 
the study was to begin. A 121-item questionnaire was then 
administered to all of these women who could be located and 
who agreed to cooperate over a one and one-half month per­
iod. Four hundred twenty-five completed questionnaires were 
obtained. One hundred eighty-two potential subjects were 
dropped at the end of the study due to the time factor. 66 
Goode's rationale for this study was to gather as much 
information as possible on the adjustment to the existtng 
social reality of divorce. His sample included women be­
tween the ages of twenty and thirty-eight, with minor chil­
dren, currently living in metropolitan Detroit, Michigan. 
The choices of the subjects, re: the time elapsed since the 
divorce was granted, was made to obtain information on the 
change of perception and adjustment over time after the 
divorce. He felt that logistics and interviewee attrition 
over this period of time would prohibit using a panel of the 
same respondents over the same period of time. The six week 
time limit for interviewing was imposed in order to maintain 
the integrity of the time-elapsed-since-divorce categories. 
Eighty-one per cent of his respondents were white, and 19 
per cent were black--as compared with an 85 per cent-15 per 
cent breakdown in the general population of Detroit at the 
time. 67 

66Ibid ., Appendix I. 

67Ibid ., Chapter 2. 
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Goode and his group generally discounted the impor­
\ 
, 
I 
l tance of including the former husband (the father) in their 
study. They assumed that most of the information desired 
1 
could be adequately supplied by either party, that there wasI 
only a very small amount of information that was the exclu­
sive province of the father, and that since the children were 
almost universally living with the mother, this was where 
their focus should be. They proceeded on the assumption 
that whatever, if any, distortion of information occurred 
from using only the mother, that this would be random and 
would tend to be evened out over the entire study popula­
68tion. They also assumed, without testing the assumption, 
that the parents would be in basic agreement about social­
ization of children issues. 69 
One of the major current criticisms of the Goode study 
is simply its age. The year 1948 was over a quarter of a 
century ago, and in many ways, the United States is now a 
very different place than it was then. However enlightening 
or accurate his findings may have been, there is clearly a 
need for current information on how people cope with di­
vorce. However, his methodology also left a great deal to 
be desired. The retrospective nature of the study leaves 
some of his data at least suspect. One quarter of his 
68Ibid ., Chapter 2. 
69Ibid ., Chapter 21. 
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respondents had been divorced for over two years when theI 
l 
\ 	
interviewers spoke with them. His published data gives no 
indication of differential response between the two-months­
since-divorce and the twenty-six-month group. This is quite 
possibly an important omission--perceptions and memories 
certainly change a great deal over time, especially when 
associated with so emotionally charged an event, or series 
of events. 
The second major criticism is even more important, 
especially in light of subsequent (see below) information 
available. The Goode group's assumption of the trifling 
differences in perception and historical information be­
tween the father and his former wife is simply not support­
able. As a result, his admirably collected, analyzed, and 
interpreted data tell us .a.great deal about the ex-wife and 
mother who was interviewed (which was, to be sure, his 
intent). It tells us nothing about the ex-husband/father, 
and perhaps less than nothing (i.e., incorrect data) about 
the all-important relationship between the two of them. 
The only study similar in intent and methodological 
strength that has been done since 1948 is one initiated in 
1972 by Julie Fulton, a family sociologist from the Univer­
sity of Minnesota, in conjunction with a professor of Law 
from that SChool. 70 Therni itten was to study the process 
70Fulton, 10c. cit. 
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of adjudication of custody in divorce proceedings. However, 
when they discovered·the almost complete lack of baseline 
information, they were forced to expand the study to include 
the very basic stuff of who divorces, why, how~ when, etc. 
Their inclination was to begin with newly marrying couples, 
and follow them throughout their marriages and divorces, but 
this was obviously too difficult in terms of time, money, 
cooperation, mobility, and logistics. They settled on doing 
a retrospective study with a multi-dimensional approach. 
They chose as their sample all divorcing couples with chil­
dren from two rural and three urban Minnesota counties who 
contested divorce or custody, plus a 10 per cent random sam­
ple of noncontesting, nonintervention couples, whose divorce 
was final in 1970. They included, as far as was possible, 
all court records,. the relevant ancillary court records 
(financial and custody material), all involved lawyers and 
judges, the children's teachers, and most important for our 
purposes, both the divorcing spouses. 71 
Of an original population of 585 divorcing couples, 
the Fulton group (after attrition due to inability to locate 
people, and located people refusing to cooperate) obtained 
interviews and auxiliary data on both members of 136 couples. 
Their data, conclusions and interpretations have not yet 
been published. Fulton has released an audio tape 
33 
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containing some 
preliminary data 
information on these 136 couples based on a 
sort (see.above). Some of her findings are 
relevant to our area of focus. 
In addition to the conclusion of the noncustodial 
spouse, Fulton's study has other strengths when compared to 
Goode's. One is the combination of rural and urban respond­
ents. This fact should make her work more generally applic­
able. Another is the ancillary data from sources other than 
the divorcing parents. The extent to which this data was 
adequately gathered is unknown at this time. 
There are a couple of weaknesses. The necessity of 
dealing with five different county court systems was a limi­
tation in terms of varying degrees of cooperation from 
judges and other officials. This may have built in some 
bias. Another is the retrospective nature of the study. As 
in Goode's work, some of the respondents had been divorced 
for over eighteen months when the interviews were done. 
This time lag may change some of the accuracy of the data. 
Third, as Fulton points out, the lack of a longitudinal 
panel limits the usefulness of the data. Custody and co­
parental relationships are anything but static. They change 
over time as parents and children adjust to their new rela­
tionships and the world around them. Following these people 
over a period of time would provide an extra dimension of 
data that would be quite useful in looking at adjustment to 
the divorce process 1n a more complete way. 
1 
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There have been a number of studies done on .the 
effects of divorce on children from a psychological point of 
view. These are generally covered in another section of 
this paper. Louise Despert wrote a well-known book, drawing 
conclusions from her work as a child psychiatrist.72 The 
obvious limitation of this work is that it tells us a great 
deal about the inner dynamics of some children who had prob­
lems and got help, and the relationship of these factors to 
divorce as a life experience. However, it tells us little 
or nothing about the family process of divorce, and about 
those children who didn't have problems, or about those who 
didn't get help if they did have problems. 
J. F. McDermott has done approximately the same thing, 
albeit in a more systematic way.73 He reviewed the records 
of nearly 1500 children who were treated over three years at 
a children's psychiatric hospital. Children who had ex­
perienced divorce were compared with those from intact fami­
lies on a variety of issues (type of problem, duration, 
prognosis, etc.). Again, his findings are instructive as 
regards the kinds of problems that divorce can be associated 
with in children. However, less than 8 per cent of the 
children in his sample were part of a family of divorce, so 
his work is less about divorce per se than about one 
selected associated phenomenon. 
72Despert, op. cit., pp. 15-20. 
73McDermott, loc. cit. 
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1 
Some of the most current work of this kind is being 
done by Judith Wallerstein in Marin County, California. 74 
A strength of her study, she says, is that Marin County is 
well above the national average in social class, economic 
level, and quality of life. It is argued that in this en­
vironment, the specific consequences of divorce per se 
rather than the often correlated problems of poverty, urban 
over-crowding, mobility, etc., will be apparent. She again 
is studying the consequences (social and psychological) of 
divorce to children. Her study population consists of those 
children and their families who chose to take advantage of a 
counseling service of which the family was informed at the 
time of filing for the divorce. The self-selection bias of 
this sample is obvious, and her published work does not in­
clude the number of families or children who were eligible 
but did not choose to use this service. A strength of her 
study 1s the fact that she followed the ch1ldren for a year 
after the divorce, and was able to draw some conclusions 
about the process of adjustment over time. These findings 
and conclusions are dealt with in another section of this 
paper. 
This study has methodological antecedents 1n two 
studies done at the Portland State University School of 
Social Work in 1970 and 1971 under the direction of 
74Wa1lerstein and Kelley, lac • cit .• 
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Vince Glaudin, Ph.D. They both focused on child visitation 
patterns and issues in families of divorce and were con­
cerned with methodological and sampling problems. 
The 1970 study75 utilized attempted telephone contacts 
with parents divorced one and five years previously. A ran­
dom sample of respondents from Multnomah County (urban) and 
Benton County (rural) were investigated. They found that 
about 25 per cent of their sample had verifiable telephone 
numbers, and that approximately half of those would even­
tually agree to be interviewed. The more recent the divorce, 
the more likely an interview was to be ultimately completed. 
The unsatisfactory nature of this method of contact is 
heightened by their further finding that the small sub­
population of persons ultimately interviewed was biased in 
terms of being older and higher in socioeconomic status than 
the noninterviewed subjects. 
The 1971 stUdy76 capitalized on the time factor found 
relevant by Griffith and avoided the pitfall of the tele­
phone. They mailed questionnaires concerning child visita­
tion to all divorcing parents with minor children who filed 
for divorce in Multnomah County during a thirty day period. 
75Barbara Griffith, "Post-Divorce Visitation of Minor 
Children: An Exploratory Study" (unpublished research prac­
ticum, Portland State University, 1970). 
76viola Cotter, "Post Divorce Visitation of Minor 
Children: Development of a Questionnaire" (unpublished re­
search practicum, Portland State University, 1971). 
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They experienced about a 44 per cent return rate. A sub-
sample of less than 30 per cent of these respondents were 
then interviewed to determine the reliability of the ques­
tionnaire data. 
The Cotter group found that the mailed response set 
represented (probably) a bias upward in education and income 
as compared with the population, and that the bias was in­
creased in the subsample who were willing to be interviewed. 
While reliability was generally good on the "factual" 
questions, it dropped to the 60-80 per cent range (on the 
average) when feeling-opinion items were analyzed. This 
lack of reliability coupled with the sample bias (although 
superior to the 1970 study by telephone) clearly leaves a 
great deal to be desired. 
1 
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CHAPTER IV 
INTRODUCTION 
The objective of this descriptive study is to analyze 
the attitudes and conceptions of a random sample of first 
married divorcing couples with regard to the~r projected 
parenting relationship after divorce. It is an attempt to 
ascertain the extent of ambiguity, uncertainty, disagreement 
and dissensus on the parts of both the parents as to the 
role each will play in the continuing parental relationship. 
Ambiguity on the part of the parents would presumably make 
it even more difficult for the children to deal with the 
already stressful .$ituation_ Qf. diyorce. _.When there .exists __ > 
discontinuity and ambiguity in parenting roles, we believe 
it is difficult to establish and provide for a stable and 
secure environment for the children. 
The general working thesis of this paper is based upon 
the theoretical considerations cited in earlier sections of 
this work. The adjustment of children to the fact of di­
vorce in the family and to their lives subsequent to the 
divorce is dependent upon or affected by the consistency and 
stability of the role relationships their parents develop 
and maintain after the husband-wife relationship is severed. 
Further, we believe that the attitudes, beliefs, and per­
.' 
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ceptions of the parents that exist at the time of filing for 
the divorce, concerning the co-parental relationship, will 
provide a basis for prediction of the actual co-parental 
I relationship that is developed and maintained in subsequent 
1 
months and years.
I Scheff t s77 (1968) formulation of a heirarchy of agree-
I ment, consensus and realization is utilized in part in the 
I development of the data for this paper. Dr. Scheff suggests 
that simple agreement between people on the answers to a 
question is not adequate to predict the degree of coopera­
tion that will occur. He believes that there potentially 
exists an infinite progression of perceived agreement (flI 
think she feels the same way about this that I do"), reali­
zation of perceived agreement ("I think she knows that I know 
she agrees with me on this"), and so on, ad infinitum. 
The higher levels of this realization progression be­
come increasingly difficult to determine and manipulate, but 
provide a valuable conceptual framework for predicting co­
operation. This study advances only to the second level of 
Scheff's formulation (perceived consensus). This 1s a very 
important level, since Scherf suggests that perceived agree­
ment may, practically, be of more importance in achieving 
cooperation that actual agreement on the issues area (i.e., 
if the parents believe that they agree on a proper parenting 
role, they may well be more cooperative in carrying it out-­
77scheff, loc. cit. 
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even though they actually have different ideas--than if they 
actually agree and believe that they disagree). 
ThuB we suspect that the greater the extent of per­
ceived agreement between the parents as to their proper and 
expected parenting roles at the time of filing for divorce, 
the greater the degree of stability and consistency that 
will subsequently be practiced. Subsequently, the children 
of parents who perceive agreement as to their proper parent­
ing roles will experience a higher degree of adjustment to 
the new family relationships as compared with those whose 
p~rents perceive disagreement and conflict. 
This study attempts to build and expand upon the work 
previously cited. The population studied is all first mar­
ried divorcing couples in Clackamas County, Oregon (urban 
and rural) filing for divorce during a six-month period. 
The initial contact between the subjects and researchers was 
at the point of filing. The cooperation or the court was 
obtained (see Appendix III), and current addresses and tele­
phone numbers were made available. 
In view of the theoretical considerations and the 
Fulton corroboration thereof concerning differences in per­
ception between the husband and the wife about areas and 
issues of disagreement, agreement and conflict, we will 
analyze only the data from couples for which we have re­
sponses from both members of the divorcing parental couple. 
41 
We obtained this data for forty-eight couples out of an 
original study sample of 106 couples. 
The data here developed 1s that from a selected sub­
section of a larger data base collected by the Law Enforce­
ment Assistance Administration funded Impact of Divorce on 
Children and Their Parents study in its "first wave" ques­
tionnaire, (see Appendix I) administered within two months 
after filing. Subsequent data is being developed (at three 
and six-month intervals) but is not available now. The raw 
data was derived from a written questionnaire which was 
given to the respondent and completed by him/her in privacy 
with the researcher/interviewer present to answer any ques­
tions. After the questionnaire was completed, a series of 
"probe" questions was then administered by the interviewer 
(see Appendix II). These probes were designed to expand on 
the written schedule in specific information areas, partic­
ularly in areas of feeling and opinion. This method was 
thought to combine the salutary effects of time efficiency 
(self-completion of the schedule) and in depth and reliable 
reporting (the verbal interview). The verbal interviews 
were tape recorded to facilitate complete information re­
trieval. 
This paper focuses on the role of the noncustodial 
parent. The data used is derived both from the written 
schedule and from the audio-taped interView, as the latter 
42 
was designed to supplement; support, and expand upon the 
I former, particularly with regard to perceptions of the 
I 
\ 
spouse's responses. 
The questions used here are, from the Questionnaire: 
\ 
~ (1) Q. 46. Should the noncustodial parent be allowed to 
I help decide how the child support money will be spent? (2) 
I 
 Q. 52. What is the value of child visitation? (3) Q. 56. 

Should the noncustodial parent be active in childrearing? 
1 
and Q. 57. In what areas pertaining to Question 56? The 
related"probes" for each of the questions taken from the 
audio-taped interviews are combined with the answers to the 
questionnaire questions. 
These questions were chosen from the range of those 
possible, since they clearly focused on the issues in'ques­
tion here. They are concerned specifically with the di~-._ 
--- .
ferential·roles of the parent in regard to child rearing 
practices, as opposed to related questions of custody, visi­
tation arrangements, amount of support money, etc. These 
related areas would certainly be affected by the degree of 
cooperation that occurs in the family relationships. We 
felt, however, that the questions selected are specifically 
and exclusively relevant to the questions of the postdivorce 
differential co-parental relationship, and lend themselves 
well to analysiS in terms of agreement and perceived agree­
ment. They are also operationally relevant to direct 
------------------------------______________________________________________--JI 
I 
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dea~in~s with the children, and 80 provide a method of be­I 
haviorally testing the predictions made here, and ofI 
i Scheff's hypotheses. 
The answers to these questions are to be comparedI 
. 
within couples, and descriptions of the extent of agreement 
I , and disagreement (and perceptions thereof) are generated. 
The data is to be analyzed in order to describe (1) the per­I 
I 	 ceptions of these issues by the custodial parent, and (2) 
by the noncustodial parent, and also (perhaps more saliently 
for the theses of this study) (3) the degree of perceived 
agreement within the parental couple,and (4) the actual (as 
reflected in responses to the research instruments) agree­
ment within the parental couple. This data will then be 
compared with pattern of desire for the divorce by each or 
both members of the couple to see whether this latter has 
any bearing on the degree of cooperation that can be ex­
pected. 
\ 
\ 
\ 
I 
\ CHAPTER V 
, 
PRESENTATION OF DATA 
\ 
I As noted above, this paper deals with data derived 
from four basic questions concerning the projected post­
divorce co-parental rel-ationship: (1) Question 46: Should 
the parent paying child support be allowed to help decide 
how the money will be spent? (2) Question 52: What do you 
think is the value of child visitation? (3) Question 56: 
Should the noncustodial parent take an active role in child 
rearing? and (4) Question 57: In which specific areas 
should the noncustodial parent take an active role? The 
data will be presented in order of increasing complexity of 
relationships. 
The first question to be addressed will be whether 
these parents actually agree in their responses to the ques­
tions listed in Tables I through V. For two questions 
(numbers 46 and 56) this is rather straightforward and will 
be presented as such. Similarly, the couples' responses to 
question 34 (Do you want the divorce?)--a se~arate but pos­
sibly related question--will be presented in the same form. 
Questions 52 and 57 are somewhat more complex. Each is a 
series of values or specifics related to a broader question. 
{ 
1 
I 
, 
\ 
1 45 
Each respondent could check any number of the possible 
sub-items. The frequency of response, by sex, is presented.
I 
In order for further analysis and comparison to be done, it 
\ 
was necessary to devise an overall agreement/disagreement
1 
score for each couple on each of these two questions. This\ 
score is expressed as a percentage of agreement which was 
derived by comparing the total number of categories checked 
by a cou'ple with the number in which the spouses agreed; for 
example, if the father checked subitems 1, 2, and 3, while 
the mother checked numbers 2, 3, and 4, they agreed on two 
items. Four categories were checked, however, so this cou­
pIe has an agreement score of 50 per cent. We used 60 per 
cent as a cut-off point: those couples scoring above 60 per 
cent are defined as in agreement and those below 60 per cent 
are defined as in disagreement. This is, of course, an 
arbitrary choice. We are ultimately concerned with the 
issue of cooperation between'the parents. Therefore, we are 
concerned with positive agreement within the couple. Those 
couples with 50 per cent agreement or less could not be said 
to agree in the positive sense. Considering the variability 
of human response and the number of categories, we did not 
want to make the cut-off point so high as to be unrealistic. 
We decided on 60 per cent as the lowest feasible choice that 
would still demonstrate positive agreement. 
I 
\ 
\ 
46\ 
This scoring method-has the advantage of controlling
1 
I 	 for the differential number of categories checked by each 
couple. Such a consideration is particularly important in 
\ 
1 	 the case of question 57, since some of the subitems (driv­
1 	 ing, dating, etc.) are applicable only to children in cer­
tain age groups. At the same time, however, a couple who 
actively agree on four subitems might well be presumed (for 
predictive and cooperative purposes) to be in more agreement 
I 	 than one in which the couple agreed in only one or two sub­
I 
I 
areas. Both of these couples would be assigned an agreement 
score of 100 per cent, however. Therefore, a tabulation of 
agreement score percentage categories compared with the 
number of nno responses" to subitems will be presented as a 
possible measure of the validity of agreement scores (refer 
to Tables VI and VII). 
The second major variable is that of perceived agree­
ment/disagreement. For each question (specifically on ques­
tions 46 and 56, and globally on questions 52 and 57) the 
respondent's perception as to whether his)her spouse would 
agree with his.)her response to the question was obtained. 
These responses are first presented in raw form, dichoto­
mized by sex, and by the couplels patterns of perception for 
each of the four questions (see Table VIII). 
The perception patterns are then presented in combina­
tion with the patterns of actual response to the 
. 
\ 
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\ questionnaire items. Thus, for instance, if a couple agreed 
\ that the noncustodial parent should be allowed to help de­
I cide how the support money ~s spent (question 46) and both 
\ 
1 
parents perce.ived that their spouse would agree with this 
\ response~ they would be differentiated from a couple who 
, 
I 
agreed but one parent perceived that they disagreed. 
These combined agreement and perception categories are 
\ 
, 
organized in the remaining tables in order of descending 
. likelihood of co-parental cooperation. This ordering Is 
made according to Scheff's theory that perceived agreement 
is of more importance than actual agreement on the issues. 
Those couples in which both members perceive agreement of 
the spouse would be more likely to work cooperatively in 
each area (even if they actually disagree) than those in 
which at least one member perceived the spouse to disagree.­
Those couples in which one member perceived the spouse to 
disagree would then be more likely to cooperate than those 
in which both members perceived disagreement. 
This table is then condensed into two two-part tables 
for each of the four main questions. One of these condensed 
tables is based on the agreement pattern of the couple, and 
the other is based on their perception pattern (see Tables 
IX through XII). 
The final set of tables combines the agreement/ 
perception patterns of couples with patterns of wanting and 
not wanting the divorce. The six categories of agreement 
I 48 
and perception patterns are presented first with a tabula­I 
I tion of which parent (or both) wanted the divorce, and then 
with simply whether one or both wanted it. The agreement/ 
perception categories are then condensed and presented in 
two tables, one based on agreement patterns and one based on 
1 
I perception patterns and compared with whether one or both 
parents wanted the divorce (see Tables XIII through XVI).
I A note about attrition is in order. A study that 
\ allows for any variability of response will suffer a cer­
tain number of items that are, for one reason or another, 
not responded to. Further, when an fir donlt know" or "un­
decided" category is included, responses to.a questionnaire 
or interview schedule are going to be difficult to cate­
gorize. This occurred to a small, but perhaps significant 
extent in this study. This was a particular problem when 
coding the responses to the verbal interviews on the ques­
tions of perception of the spouse's response. Several study 
subjects were simply not asked what their perceptions of 
their spouse's responses would be. Thus, ·there are a number 
of "missing cases" for most questions. This problem becomes 
particularly acute in the case of a cross-tabulation involv­
ing several variables (as in the tables comparing agreement, 
perception and desire for the divorce). The lack of a re­
sponse to anyone of these questions--by either member of 
the couple--renders that case (couple) unclassifiable. 
\ 
I 
I 
49 
Thus, the unsatisfactory but unavoidable fact of only 
twenty-four couples represented in one table is accepted. 
1 
\ 
I 
TABLE I A 
1 
Father 
Response 
Yes 
No 
No 
response 
No. of 
People 
28 
16 
4 
% 
58.3 
33.3 
8.3 
Adjusted
%* 
63.6 
36.4 
. • 
Totals 48 100 
Table I A This table represents the fathers· 
responses to question 34 (Do you want the divorce? )'; 
*In this, and subsequent tables, the "adjusted 
percentage represents the percentage of respondents
1n each category for whom responses were available, 
thus eliminating from this percentage calculation 
those who did not respond to the question. 
1 
50 
\ TABLE I B 
1 
\ 
I Response No., of People % Adjusted%.: 
I Mother 	 Yes 39 81.3 84.8 
No 7 14.6 15.2 
No 
response 2 4.2 	 .• 
Totals 	 48 100.1 100 
Table I B. This table represents the mothers· 
responses to question 34. 
J 
\ 51 
I 
I TABLE I C 
I 
\ 
\ 
Number* 
Row % 
Column % 
Total % 
Father's res;eonse 
Yes No 
Row 
Total 
I Yes 21 14- 35 
60 40 
\ 
75 100 
I 50 33.3 83.3 
No 0 7lMother's 
Response 100 a 
25 0 
16.7 0 16.7 
Column 28 14 42 
Totals 
66.7 33.3 100 
Six missing cases** 
Table I C. This table presents a comparison, by cou­
ples, of the spouses' responses to question 34. 
*The numbers in each cell are arranged such that the 
top number represents the actual number of cases appropriate 
to the cell. The second number (row percentage) represents 
the number of cases in the cell expressed as a percentage of 
the number of cases in the lateral row of the table. The 
I 
I 
I 
\ 	 52 
I 	 third number (column percentage) represents the number of 
cases in the cell expressed as a percentage of the number 
of cases in the vertical column. The fourth number (totalI %) repr~sents the number of cases in the cell expressed as 

1 a percentage of the total number of cases for which data 

was available. The row totals and column totals are also
I 
expressed as a percentage of the total number of cases for 

which data was available. This format is also used on some
I subsequent tables. 

**The seemingly high number of missing cases 1s dueI 
I 
to the fact that having no response from one member of a 
couple makes it lmpos~ible to categorize the couple in thisI manner. This phenomenon increases as the number of variables 
compared increases, and occurs throughout this paper. 
TABLE II AI
J 
Adjusted 
% 
Father 	 67.4 
13 
19 
Table II A. This table represents the 
fathers' responses to question 46 (Should the parent 
paying child support be allowed to help decide how 
the money will be spent?) 
53 
TABLE II B 
I 
I 
~ 
Mother 
Response 
Yes 
No 
Number 
15 
18 
% 
31.3 
37.5 
Adjusted 
% 
31.9 
38.3 
I I don't know 14 29.2 29.8 
I No response 1 2.1 
~ 
I Totals 48 100.1 100 
Table II B. This table represents the 
mothers' responses to question 46. 
Table II C. This table presents a comparison by cou­
ples of the spouses' responses to question 46. 
I 

I 

t 
i 
~ 
• • 
I 
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\ 
TABLE III AI 
1 
No. of times No. of' times 
checked checked 
Subitem by fathers by mothers 
To maintain a contact 
between parent and 
child 38 38. . 
· · · · · · 
Parent haS a right to 
visit the children 18 20 
To help the child feel 
secure and loved 38 31 
Discipline the 
ch11dren 12 8
· · · · · · 
To help in other deci­
sions concerning the 
children 29 14
· · · · · · 
No value 0 0
· · · · 
• 
Totals 135 III 
Table III A. This table represents the number 
of times each subitem was checked, by fathers and 
by mothers, on question 52 (What do you think 1s the 
value of child visitation?). 
J 

I 
I 
I 
I 
1 
i 
I 
I TABLE III B 
56 
\ 
Agreement
%Range 
No. of' 
Couples % 
\ 0-19 6 12.5 
Disagree- ~ 20-39 12 25I ment 	 ) ) 40-59 13 27.1! 	 Agreement i 60-19 6 12.5I 80-100 11 22.9 
Totals 48 100 
Table III B. This table represents the num­
ber of' couples who f'ell into various ca~egories of 
agreement percentage on question 52. The formula 
for computation of the agreement score percentage 
is found in the text above. 
Table IV A. This table represents the fathers' 
responses to question 56 (Should the noncustodial 
parent take an active role 1n ch1ld rearing?). 
I. 

\ 
\ 
TABLE IV B 
58 
i
I 
i 
I 
l 
Response 
Yes 
No 
I donft know 
No response 
Totals 
Number 
24 
10 
12 
2 
48 
% 
50 
20.8 
25 
4.2' 
100 
Adjusted 
% 
52 
21.7 
26.1 
100 
Table IV B. This table represents the mothers' 
responses to question 56. 
Table IV C. This table presents a comparison, by 
couples, of the spouses I responses to question 56 (Should 
the noncustodial parent take an active role in child rear­
ing?). 
1 
1 
\ 
\ 
I 60 
\ 
\ TABLE V A 
\ 
No. of items No. of items 
checked checked\ Sub1tem by fathers by mothers 
\ 
School involvement 
· · 
Social activities • 
· 
Dress 
· · · · · · · · 
Driv1ng 
· · · · · 
Dating 
· · · 
• 
· · · · 
Discipline 

Allowance 

Health 
· · · · · · · · 
Religious training 
Use of child support 
money 
· · · 
None of these 
· · · · 
Totals 
30 
25 
16 
15 
13 
24 
16 
25 
21 
10 
2 
23 
19 
7 
8 
8 
16 
7 
17 
10 
6 
0 
197 121 

-_ .. ----, 
Table V A. This table represents the number 
of times each subitem was checked, by mothers and by 
fathers, on question 57 (In which areas should the 
noncustodial parent take an act1ve role?). 
L 
1 
I 
\ 
\ 
I 61 
\ TABLE V B 
\ 
I 
\ 
Agreement
%Range 
No. of 
Couples % 
I 
I 
) 
\ Disagree­
ment 
Agreement ~ 
Totals 
0-19 
20-39 
40-59 
60-79 
80-100 
33 68.75 
5 10.42 
5 10.42 
3 6.25 
2 4.16 
48 100 

Table V B. This table represents the number 
of couples who fell into various categories of 
agreement percentage on question 57. 
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TABLE VIII A 
Perceived Adjusted Adjusted 
Agreement Father % % Mother % % 
Yes 25 52.1 59.5 33 68.8 78.6 
.
, 
~ 
No 17 35.4 40.5 9 18.8 21.4 
r
,. No response 6 12.5 6 12.5 . • 
! 
1 
Totals 48 100 100 48 100 100 
{ 
I ; 
l Table VIII A. This table represents the responses, by 
t 
father and mother, to the question, "Do you think your 
spouse would agree with your answer to this question?" 
These "perceptions" are based on question 46 (Should the 
j parent paying child support be allowed 
I 
r the money will be spent?). 
I 
~ 
i 
l 
\ 
1 
I 
\ 
I 
I 
i 
r 
1 
r 
l 
I 
\ 
\ 
l 
to help decide how 
by 
. 
If,. 
I 
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TABLE VIII B 
1'" 
t Percefved Adjusted Adjusted 
t Agreement Father % ~ Mother % % 
\ 
/ Yes 33 68.9 78.6 38 79.2 90.5 
~;": 
~ ( No 9 18.8 21.4 4 8.3 9.5 
,.:::. 
~ 
I 
No response 6 12.5 6 12·5 . • 
, 
f 
( Totals 48 100 100 48 100 100 
'rr 
i 
I 
. Table VIII B. This table represents tht e responses, 
I 
? father and by mother, to the question, "Do you think your 
Ie 
f 
t 
!
. 
spouse would agree with your answer to this question?" 
; 
I 
These "perceptions" are based on question 52 (What do you 
J think is the value of child visitation?). ( 
i 
1 
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TABLE VIII C 
Perceived Adjusted Adjusted 
Agreement Father % % Mother % % 
Yes 
No 
No response 
Totals 
29 60.4 70.7 32 66.7 78 
12 25 29.3 9 18.8 22 
7 14.6 7 14.6 
48 100 100 48 100 100 

Table VIII C. This table represents the responses, by 
father and by mother, to the question, liDo you think your 
spouse would agree with your answer to this question?" 
These "perceptions" are 
noncustodial parent take 
based on question 56 (Should the 
an active role in child rearing?) 
67 
TABLE VIII D 
Perceived Adjusted Adjusted 
Agreement Father % % Mother % % 
r Yes 
No 
! 
I 
I No response 
~ 
{ 
f Totals 
33 68.9 78.6 38 79.2 90.5 
9 18.8 21.4 4 8.3 9.5 
6 12.5 6 12.5 
48 100 100 48 100 100 

Table VIII D. This table represents the responses, by 
father and by mother, to the question, tIDo you think your 
spouse would agree with your answer to this question?" 
These "perceptions" are based on question 57 (In which areas 
should the noncustodial parent take an active role?). 
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TABLE VIII E 
'-' 
Pattern of Adjusted
Perception Number % % 
Father y~s, mother yes 
· · · · 
16 
Father yes, mother no 
· · · · 
6 
Father no, mottler yes 14 
Father no, mother no . 3 
No response . . . . . 
· · · · 
9 
33.3 41. 
12.5 15.4 
29.7 35.9 
6.25 7.69 
18.75 
Totals 48 100 100 
7=' 
Table VIII E. This table presents, by couple, the 
patterns of perception of the spouse's agreement with the 
respondent's answer to question 46 (Should the parent paying 
child support be allowed to help decide how the money will 
be spent?). 
I 
I 
l 
I 
I 
! 
~ 
I 
i.':!.' 
l 
TABLE VIII F 

,"" 	 Pattern of Adjusted 
Perception Number % % f 
Father yes, mother yes 23 47.9 59
· · 
Father yes, mother no 5 10.4 12.8 
Father no, mother yes • 8 16.6 20.5
· 
Father no, mother no 
· 
. . 3 6.3 7.6 
No response . . . . . 
· · 
9 18.75 
Totals 	 48 100. 100 
( ! 
Table VIII F. This table presents, by couple, the t I 
II patterns of perception of the spouse's agreement with the 
i respondent r s answer to question 2g_(Wl}_~_t_d9- YOJ..L..thlnk-iB.--the.. --­
t 	
--I 
\ 
I 
value of child visitation?).( 
I 
I 

l 

I 
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r 70 
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I~ 	 TABLE VIII G 
I 
'It 
1 	 Pattern of Adjusted 
Perception Number % % 
Father yes, mother yes 	 30 62.5 71.42
· 
• 
· 
• 
" ! 	 Father yes, mother no • 3 6.3 7.14
· t~. 	 Father no, mother yes 8 16.7 19 
, 	 · · · · 
Father no, mother no 	 1 2.1 2.:4. 
· 
• 
l-
No response . • . . . 
· · 
6 12.5 
I~ 
Totals 	 48 100 100j 
. 
r 
[ 
Table VIII G. This table presents, by couple, the ' 
patterns of perception of the spousels agreement with the 
I respondent r s answer to quest-:ton--§6 -(Should the .nonclls_todJ..al___ , 
parent take an active role in child rearing?). 
I 
l 

• • 
I 
c..., 71 
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TABLE VIII H~ 
I 
\0 
Pattern of Adjusted 
Perception Number % % 
f 
l 
I Father yes, 
( Father yes, 
Father no, 
~fM" 
I 
Father no, 
I No response 
l'r Totals 
mother yes 
mother no 
mother yes 
mother no . 
. . • 
· · · · 

· · · · 
· 
• 
15 
7 
5 
1 
20 
31.25 53.6 
14.6 25 
10.4 17.9 
2.1 3.6 
41.6 . • 
48 100 100 

Table VIII H. This table presents, by couple, the 
patterns of perception of the spouse's agreement with the 
respondent's answer to question 57 (In which areas should 
the noncustodial parent take an active role?). 
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TABLE IX A 
Agreement and 
Perception Adjusted
Pattern Number % 
Parents agreed and both 
, perce i ved agreement • • • 8 16.7 
Parents disagreed and both 

perceived agreement • . • 8 

Parents agreed and differed 
in their perception of 
agreement . • • • . • • • 9 18.8 
Parents disagreed and dif­
fered in their perception 
of agreement ••.• 11 22.9 
Parents agreed and both per­
ceived disagreement • • • o o 
Parents disagreed and both 
perceived disagreement 3 6.2 
Missing cases 9 18.75 
20.5 
20.5 
23 
28.2 
o 
7.7 
Totals 48 100 100 
Table IX A. This table presents, by couple, combined 
categories of agreement/disagreement and perceptions of the 
spouses· respon~es for question 46 (Sho~ld the parent pay­
ing child support be allowed to help decide how the money is 
spent?). 
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TABLE IX B 
1-­( 	 Agreement Category Number % Adjusted % 
Parents agreed 19 39.6 42.2
· · 

Parents disagreed • • 26 54.2 57.8 
Missing cases 3 6.3 . •
· 
• 
Totals 	 48 100 100 
Table IX B. This table presents, by couple, 
simple patterns of agreement on question 46. 
TABLE IX C 
Perception Category Number % Adjusted % 
Both parents perceived
their spouses agreed • 
At least one parent 
perceived their spouse
disagreed . 
· · 
. . . 
No response 
16 
23 
9 
33.3 
47.9 
18.75 
41 
59 
Totals 48 100 100 
Table IX C. This table presents, by couple, 
simple patterns of perception of the spouse's 
response to question 46. 
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TABLE X A 
t 
( Agreement and 
Perception Adjusted 
Pattern Number % 
Parents agreed and both 
perceived agreement 
· 
Parents disagreed and both 
perceived agreement 
· · · 
r Parents agreed and dif­fered in their percep-I tion_ of agreementi · · · 
i.~ Parents disagreed and dif­
fered in their percep­
t tion of agreementI 
· · · 
Parents agreed and both 
perceived disagreement 
Parents disagreed and 
both perceived dis­
agreement . . . . . 
· ! Missing cases . . . . 
· · · 
\ 
I 
! Totals 
I 
9 18.8 22 
20 ,41.7 48.8 
6 12.5 14.6 
5 10.4 12.2 
0 0 0 
1 2.1 2.4 
7 14.6 
48 100 100 

I Table X A. This table presents, by couple, combined 
categories of agreement/disagree~ent and perception of the 
spouses' responses for question 52 (What do you think 1s 
the value of child visitation?). 
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t TABLE X B ? 
I 
j 
r 
1 
Agreement Category Number 
Parents agreed • . 19 39'.6 
Parents disagreed 29 60.4 
1-' 
Totals 48 100 
I
I 
I 
I 
IT 
l 
I 
Table X B. This table presents, 
patterns of agreement on question 52. 
TABLE X C 
by couple, simple 
Perception Category Number Adjusted % 
Both parents perceived
their spouse agreed 
· · 
At least one parent per­
ceived their spouse 
disagreed • • • • • 
Missing cases . . . . 
· · 
• • 
29 
12 
7 
60.4 
25 
14.6 
70.7 
29.3 
Totals 48 100 100 
Table X C. This table presents, by couple, simple 
patterns of perception of the spouses' responses on question 
52 (What do you think is the value of child visitation?). 
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I TABLE XI A b 
I 
I 
Agreement andI Perception Adjusted 
Category Number %\ 
Parents agreed and bothI perceived agreement . 
Parents disagreed and both 
.-
perceived agreement • • • 
Parents agreed and differed 
in their perception of 
agreement • • • • • • • • 
I Parents disagreed and dif­
" 
fered in their perception{ 
of agreement •••.•. 
Parents agreed and bothI perceived disagreement! 
Parents disagreed and 
both perceived disagree­
- ment - • • • • • • 
Missing cases . • • • • • • 
Totals 
10 
14 
6 
7 
o 
2 
9 
20.8 
29.2 
12.5 
14.6 
o 
4.2 
18.6 
25.6 
35.9 
15.4 
17.9 
o 
5 
48 100 100 

Table XI A. This table presents, by couple, combined 
categories of agreement/disagreement and perceptions of the 
spouses! responses for Question 56 (Should the noncustodial 
parent take an active role in child rearing?). 
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i 
I Agreement category Number % Adjusted % 
Parents agreed 
· · · 
16 33.3 41 
. 
I 
I j 
r 
: 
Parents disagreed 
· · · · · · 
Missing cases . 
· · · · · 
Totals 
23 
9 
48 
48 
18.6 
100 
59 
100 
Table XI B. This table presents, by couple, simple 
J 
? patterns of agreement on question 56. 
TABLE XI C 
Perception Category Number Adjusted % 
Both parents perceived their 
spouse agreed 
· · · · · · · 
. 
At least one parent perceived 
the spouse disagreed 
Missing cases . 
· · · · · · · 
. 
24 
15 
9 
50 
31.3 
18.6 
61.5 
38.5 
Totals 48 100 100 
Table XI C. This table presents, by couple, simple 
patterns of perception of the spouses' responses to question 
56 (Should the noncustodial parent take an active role in 
child rearing?). 
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I TABLE XII A 
r 
Agreement and 
Perception Adjusted
Category Number % 
l Parents agreed and both perceived agreement • 1 2.1 3.6 Parents disagreed and 
« 	 both perceived agree­
ment .•...••. 14 50 
Parents agreed and dif­
fered in their percep­
tion of agreement • • • • 1 2.1 3.6 
Parents disagreed and dif­
fered in their percep­
tions of agreement •• • 11 22.9 39.3 
Parents agreed and per­
ceived disagreement . o o o 
Parents disagreed and 
both perceived dis­
agreement • . 	 • . 1 2.1 
Missing cases 	• • • • • 20 41.7 
Totals . . . 	. . . . . . . 48 100 100 
Table XII A. This table presents, by couple, combined 
categories of agreement/disagreement and perception of the 
spouses' responses for question 57 (In which areas should 
the noncustodial parent take an active role?). 
I 79 
r ( TABLE XII B 
V" 
Agreement Category Number 
Parents agreed · . . · . . . . . . 7 14.6 
Parents disagreed 41 85.4 
Totals 48 100 
Table XII B. This table presents, by couple, simple 
! patterns of agreement on question 57. ( 
1 TABLE XII C 
Perception Category Number Adjusted % 
Both parents perceived their 
spou se agreed 15 31.3 53.6
· · · · · · · 
At least one parent perceived 
the spouse disagreed 13 27.1 46.4
· · · 
Missing cases 20 41.7. 
· · · · · · · 
Totals 
· · · · 
48 100 100. . . . 
· · · 
Table XII C. This table presents, by couple, simple 
patterns of perception of the spouses' responses to question 
57 (In which areas should the noncustodial parent take an 
active role?). 
I 
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. TABLE XIII A 
Agreement and 
Perception Mother Father 
Category Only Only Both Total 
Parents agreed and both 
perceived spousels agree­
ment . . 1 3 4 8
· · · ·
· · · · 
1 Parents disagreed and' 
both perceived spousels 
agreement 3 0 4 7
· · · · · · · · 
; Parents agreed and differed 
on perception of spouse's~ response 4 1 3 8 J ·· · · · · · · \ 
Parents disagreed and dif­
fered on perception of 
spousels response 1 3 5 9
· · · · 
Parents agreed and both 
perceived spousels dis­
agreement 0 0 0 0
· · · · · · · · 
Parents disagreed and both 
perceived spousels dis­
agreement • • 3 0 0 3
· · · · · 
• 
Totals 12 7 16 35 
13 missing cases 
Table XIII A. Th1s table presents, by couples, the 
combined agreement/disagreement and perception categories 
for question 46 (Should the parent paying ch1ld support be 
allowed to help decide how the money will be spent?), com­
pared with which spouse (or both) wanted the divorce. 
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I TABLE XIII B 
l 
Agreement andI Perception One Both 
Category Wanted Wanted Total 
Parents agreed and both per­
ceived spousefs agreement 
Parents disagreed and both 
perceived spousefs agree­
ment •• • • • • . • • • 
Parents agreed and differed 
on perception of spouse1s 
agreement . . • • • • • . 
Parents disagreed and dif­
fered on perception of 
spouse's disagreement •• 
Parents agreed and both per­
ceived spouse's disagree­
ment •• • • • • . • • • • • 
Parents disagreed and both per­
ceived spouse's disagree­
ment .••••••••••• 
Totals 
13 missing cases 
4 4 8 
3 4 7 
5 3 8 
4 5 9 
o o o 
3 o 3 
19 16 35 

Table XIII B. This table presents, by couples, the 
combined agreement/disagreement and perception categories 
for question 46, compared with whether one or both parents 
wanted the divorce. 
). 
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I TABLE XIII C ~ 
Perception One Both 
Category Wanted Wanted Total 
Both parents perceived agree­
ment .••••••••••• 
At least one parent perceived 
the spousets disagreement •.• 
7 
12 
8 
8 
15 
20 
Total 
13 missing cases 
19 16 35 
r 
I Table XIII C. This table presents,' by couple, simple 
categories of perception of the spouses· response to ques­I 
tion 46 (Should the parent paying child support be allowed 
to help decide how the money will be spent?), compared with 
whether one or both spouses wanted the divorce. 
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TABLE XIII D 
Agreement One Both 
Category Wanted Wanted Total 
Parents agreed . . . • 
Parents disagreed . . 
. . . . 
. . . 
9 
10 
7 
9 
16 
19 
Total 
13 missing cases 
19 16 35 
j 
<f 
! Table XIII D. This table presents, by couples, simple 
categories of agreement on question 46, compared with whether 
one or both spouses wanted the divorce. 
l 
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l' TABLE XIV A 

Agreement and 
Perception Mother Father 
Category Only Only Both Total 
1 
I 
Parents agreed and both 
perceived spouse's 
agreement 
· · · · · · · · 
Parents disagreed and 
both perceived spouse's 
agreement 
· · · · · · · · 
2 
5 
1 
2 
4 
13 
7 
20 
1 
~ 
Parents agreed and dif­
fered in perception of 
spouse1s agreement 
· · · 
2 2 1 5 
Parents disagreed and dif­
fered in perception of 
spouse's agreement 
· · · 
3 2 0 5 
Parents agreed and both 
perceived spouse's dis­
agreement 
· · · · · · · 
0 0 0 0 
Parents disagreed and both 
perceived spouse1s dis­
agreement 
· · · · · · · · 
1 0 0 1 
Totals 13 7 18 38 
10 missing cases 
Table XIV A. This table presents, by couple, the com­
bined agreement/disagreement and perception categories for 
question 52 (What do you think 1s the value of child visita­
tion?), compared with which spouse (or both) wanted the 
divorce. 
TABLE XIV B 
i ­
Agreement and 
Perception One Both 
Category Wanted Wanted Total 
Parents agreed and both per­
ceived spousels agreement 3 4 7 
Parents disagreed and both 
perceived spousels agree­
ment .•. • . . • . • · 7 13 20 
t 
1 
r 
Parents agreed and differed 
in perception of spouse's 
agreement . . . • • • . • 
Parents disagreed ~nd dif­
fered in perception of 
spouse's agreement ••• 
4 
5 
1 
o 
5 
5 
Parents agreed and both per­
ceived spouse's disagree­
ment ••.••••••• . . o o o 
P~rents disagreed and both 
perceived spousels dis­
agreement . • • • • • • • 1 o 1 
Totals 20 18 38 
10 missing cases 
Table XIV B. This table presents, by couple, the com­
bined agreement/disagreement and perception categories for 
question 52, compared with whether one or both spouses 
wanted the divorce. 
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TABLE XIV C 

Perception One Both 
category Wanted W::lnted Total 
Both parents perceived 
agreement . . . . . . . . . . 10 17 27I 
At least one parent perceived
spousels disagreement . . . . 10 1 11 I 
I Totals 20 18 38 
10 missing cases 
J 
r 
I Table XIV C. This table presents, by couple, simple 
categories of perception of the spouses' responses to ques­
tion 52 (What do you think is the value of child visitation?) 
compared with whether one or both spouses wanted the divorce. 
I 
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TABLE XIV D 
I 

Agreement One Both 
Category Wanted Wanted Total 

Parents agreed . . . . 11 5 16 

Parents disagreed . . . . . 15 13 28 

Totals 26 18 44 

4 missing cases 

Table XIV D. This table presents~ by couple, simple 
categories of agreement on question 52, compared with whether 
one or both spouses wanted the divorce. 
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TABLE XV AI 
Agreement and 
Perception Only Only 
Category Mother Father Both Total 
Parents agreed and both 
perceived spouse's 
agreement . . 4 1 4 9
· · · · · 
Parents disagreed and 
both perceived 
spouse's agreement 2 0 6 8 
Parents agreed and dif­
fered in perception 
of spouse1s agreement 4 2 2 8
· ~ 
Parents d1sagreed and 
differed in perception 
of spouse's agreement 0 2
· 
3 5 
Parents agreed and both 

perceived spouse's
I disagreement 0 0 0 0
· · · · · I Parents disagreed and 
both perceived spouse's 
\. disagreement 2 2 1 5
· 
• 
· · · 

Totals 12 7 16 35 
13 missing cases 
Table XV A. This table presents, by couple, the com­
bined categories of agreement/disagreement and perception 
for question 56 (Should the noncustodial parent take an 
active role in child rearing?), compared with which spouse 
(or both) wanted the divorce. 
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TABLE XV B 
Agreement and 
Perception One Both 
category Wanted Wanted Total 
Parents agreed and both per­
ceived spouse's agreement 5 4 9 
Parents disagreed and both 
perceived spouse's agree­
ment 2 6 8
· · · · · · · · · · · 
Parents agreed and differed 
in perceptions of spouse 1 s 
agreement 6 2 8
· · · · · · · ·I 
Parents disagreed and differedr in perceptions of spouse's 
agreement 2 3 5
· · · · · · · · · ·
l 
Parents agreed and both per-I ceived spouse's disagree­
ment 0 0 0
· · · · · · · · · · · · ·I Parents disagreed and both 
perceived spouse1s disagree­
ment 4 1 5
· · · · · · · · · · · · · 
Totals 19 16 35 
13 missing cases 
Table XV B. This table presents, by couple, the com­
bined categories of agreement/disagreement and perception 
for question 56, compared with whether one or both spouses 
wanted the divorce. 
I. 
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TABLE XV C 
Perception 
Category 
One 
Wanted 
Both 
Wanted Total 
Parents perceived agreement . 
At least one parent perceived
spouse's disagreement . . . 
7 
12 
10 
6 
17 
19 
Totals 
13 missing cases 
19 16 35 
Table XV C. This table presents, by couple, simple 
categories of perception of the spouses' responses for ques­
tion 52 (Should the noncustodial parent take an active role 
in child rearing?), compared with whether one or both 
spouses w'anted the divorce. 
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I TABLE XV D 
I 

Agreement One Both 
category Wanted Wanted Total 

Parents agreed . . 11 6 17 

Parents disagreed . . . . . . 8 10 18 

Totals 19 16 35 

13 missing cases 

Table XV D. This table presents, by couple, simple 
categories of agreement on question 52, compared with whether 
one or both spouses wanted the divorce. 
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TABLE XVI A 
Agreement and 
Perception Mother Father 
\ Category Only Only Both Total 
I 
Parents agreed and both 

perceived spouse's
I agreement • 1 0 0 1
· · · 
• 
· 
1 
Parents disagreed and bothI perceived spouse's agree­
ment . . . 4 2 6 12
· · · · · 
• 
I Parents agreed and dif­
fered on perception of 
spouse's agreement 1 0 0 1
· · 

Parents disagreed and dif­
fered on perception of 
spouse's agreement 1 3 5 9
· · 
• • 
Parents agreed and both 
perceived spouse's dis­
agreement 0 0 0 0
· · · · · · · · 
Parents disagreed and 
both perceived spouse's 
disagreement 1 0 0 1
· · · 
• 
· · · 
Totals 8 5 11 24 
24 missing cases 
Table XVI A. This table presents, by couple, the com­
bined agreement/disagreement and perception categories for 
question 57 (In which areas should the noncustodial parent 
take an active role?), compared with which spouse (or both) 
wanted the divorce. 
t 
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TABLE XVI B 
Agreement and 
Perception One Both 
Category Wanted Wanted Total 
Parents agreed and both per­
ceived spouse's agreement. 
Parents disagreed and both 
ceived spouse's agreement 
Parents agreed and differed 
on perception of spouse's 
agreement • • • • • • • • 
Parents disagreed and differed 
on perception of spouse's 
agreement • • • • • . • • • • • 
Parents agreed and both per­
ceived spouse's disagree­
ment •••••••.•• . . . 
Parents disagreed and both 
perceived spouse's dis­
agreement . . . • • • • • 
Totals 
24 missing cases 
1 
6 
1 
4 
o 
1 
o 1 
6 12 
o 1 
5 9 
o o 
o 1 
13 11 24 

Table XVI B. This table presents, by couple, the com­
bined agreement/d1sagreement and perception categories for 
question 57, compared with whether one or both spouses 
wanted the divorce. 
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TABLE XVI C 
Table XVI C. This table presents, by couple, simple 
categories of perception of the spouses' responses to ques­
tion 57 (In which areas should the noncustodial parent take 
an active role?)~ compared with whether one or both spouses 
wanted the divorce. 
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TABLE XVI D 
Agreement 
Category 
One 
Wanted 
Both 
Wanted Total 
Parents agreed . . . . . . 
Parents disagreed . . . . . 
3 
20 
1 
20 
4 
40 
Totals 23 21 44 
4 missing cases 
Table XVI C. This table presents, by couple, simple 
categories of agreement for question 57, compared with 
whether one or both spouses wanted the divorce. 
CHAPTER. VI 
FINDINGS 
Since this is a descriptive study only, no specific 
relationships among the variables examined can or will be 
drawn. Generally, the data presented in the prece~ing 
tables serves the purposes for which this work is intended. 
Some tendencies indicated in the data are discussed below, 
however. This discussion is presented in the order of theI 
development and presentation of the previous tables and isI 
I organized by type of tabulation done, rather than by speci­fic questions. Some implications are presented followingI 
I discussion of the data. 
Table I presents data concerning the desire for the 
divorce by individuals and by couples. In approximately 
one-half these couples, both members wanted the divorce. Of 
the other half, the mothers wanted the divorce at a rate 
twice that of the fathers. 
Table II deals with responses to the question, "Should 
the parent paying child support be allowed to help decide 
how the money will be spent?" by individuals and by couples. 
Two-thirds of the fathers, but only one-third of the mothers 
answered yes to this question. And three times as many 
mothers as fathers answered no. In almost all the cases in 
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which the mother answered yes, the father also answered yes, 
but in half the cases in which the mother said no, the 
father disagreed. 
Table III describes the number of times each specific 
value of child visitation was checked, by mothers and by 
fathers. It also presents the number of couples who fell 
into various ranges of global percentage of agreement on 
question 52. The subitems, "to maintain contact between 
parent and child," and u to help the child feel secure and 
loved," were checked most often by both parents. The 
fathers checked somewhat more areas over all than did the 
mothers. This trend was most pronounced for the subitem 
"to help in other decisions concerning the children." 
Thirty-five per cent of the couples fell into the "agree­
ment" category (over 60 per cent agreement) and 65 per cent 
were in "disagreement." 
Table IV contains the responses, by individuals and by 
couples, to the question, "Should the noncustodial parent 
take an active role in child rearing?" While almost three­
fourths of the fathers replied in the affirmative, only 
about one-half of the mothers d1d so. Over twice as many 
mothers as fathers thought that he should not. More than 
half the time when one parent said yes to this question, the 
other did also, but in 87.5 per cent of the cases in which 
the mother said no, the father disagreed. 
J 
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Table V details the responses by individual to the 
subitems of the question, "In which areas should the non-
custodial parent take an active role?" and lists the number 
of couples who fell into various global percentage cate­l. 
I gories of agreement on this question. In every subitem, the 
fathers responded more than the mothers. The fathers' re­
sponse was over twice as frequent as the mothers· in the 
areas of dress, allowance, and religious training. Disci­
pline also had a wide differential, while school involvement 
was the most often checked by either parent. 
Despite the fairly high agreement on the general ques­
tion of whether the noncustodial parent should take an 
active role in child rearing, these couples had very low 
agreement (five of forty-eight) in the specific areas of 
this activity. Almost 70 per cent of the couples scored 
below 20 per cent on this question. 
Table VI compares the percentage of agreement category 
for couples on question 52 with the number of subitems they 
did not respond to. As noted above, this may provide 
further predictive ability as to actual agreement and co­
operation. The number of categories responded to per couple 
was 3.5. There does not seem to be a relationship between 
the number of responses and the agreement score for a couple. 
Table VII is similar to Table VI in that it describes 
the same relationship, but for the subitems of question 57. 
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The mean number o~ responses per couple for this question 
was 5.5. But for the few couples who had an agreement score 
of over 60 per cent, they checked an average of eight sub-
items, while those who were below that cut-off point 
responded to an average of only five items. 
Table VIII lists the responses, by individual and by 
couple, to the question, "Do you think your spouse would 
agree with you on this?" for each of the four primary ques­
tions of this study. For all four questions, the mother 
perceived agreement more than the father did, with the 
fathers expecting disagreement almost twice as often as the 
mothers. 
The most common perception category was that in which 
both parents perceived the agreement of the spouse. On 
questions 46, 52 and 56, the next most common response was 
the mother perceiving agreement and the father not. On ques­
tion 57, the second most common category was that of the 
mother perceiving disagreement and the father perceiving 
agreement. 
Tables IX through XII present, for each of the four 
questions, a frequency distribution of six combined agreement 
and perception pattern categories. Those six categories are 
then condensed into two bipolar tables, one based on the 
agreement pattern, and one based on the perception pattern. 
I 
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In all four questions, there were no couples in which 
parents perceived disagreement when they actually agreed. 
But there were a large number of cases in all four questions 
in which they both perceived agreement when they actually 
I disagreed. The smallest number of cases were those in which 
I both members of a couple perceived disagreement. On ques-
I tions 52 and 57, half the cases for which we have data 
I actually disagreed but both parties perceived agreement. 
1 For questions 46, 52, and 56, approximately 40 per 
I cent of the couples for whom we have data agreed in the1r 
I answers, and 60 per cent disagreed. Quest10n 57 1s some­
1 th1ng of a deviant case, perhaps, as only about 15 per cent 
I agreed in this area. For quest10ns 52 and 56, in 60-70 perI 
cent of the couples both parents perce1ved agreement. AboutI 
one-half did so for question 57, and onry aoout 40 per cent ­
did for Question 46. 
Tables XIII through XVI present (for each of the four 
primary questions) the six combined agreement and perception 
categories as compared with (1) which parent (or both) 
wanted the divorce and (2) whether one or both parents 
wanted it. It then condenses the six agreement and percep­
tion categories into bipolar tables based on (1) agreement 
and (2) perception of the spouse's responses, and compares 
them w1th (1) which parent (or both) wanted the divorce and 
(2) whether one or both parents wanted 1t. 
l 
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There appear to be no discernable patterns in com­I 
I 	 paring the agreement and perception categories with which 
I spouse wanted the divorce. In the case of both spouses 
I agreeing and perceiving agreement, the frequency is equally 
I divided between one person and both people wanting the 
I divorce. In the case of both parents disagreeing and bothI perceiving that disagreement, almost all couples are those 
I in which only one person wanted the divorce. Otherwise 
I there appears to be no pattern in these tables containing 
1 the six agreement and perception categories.I 
1 	 When the couples are combined into simple perception 
1 	 categories, there is a tendency for couples in which both 
parents wanted the divorce to perceive agreement more often 
than those in which only one parent wanted it (especially in 
question 46). Similarly, in cases where only one person 
wanted the divorce, there is a tendency for more perceived 
disagreement to exist than if both parents wanted it (again, 
especially on question 46). 
When the couples are combined into simple agreement 
categories, there seems to be no relationship with a pattern 
of wanting the divorce for those who disagree. However, for 
those who agree, they tend (somewhat) to be more likely to 
be a couple in which only one person wanted the divorce. 
This is a somewhat puzzling phenomenon. 
; 
I 

I 

I 
I 
~ 
102 
l 
\ . 
1 
I 

\ 
l 

Taken together, the data presented in this paper con­
tradicts Goode's78 (1956) assumption that obtaining divorce 
data from only one parent 1s adequate since both parents are 
thought to agree in most areas of child rearing. In our 
study sample, 60 per cent or more of the couples disagreed 
1n these four fairly specific areas of postdivorce parenting 
practices. Over 85 per cent of the couples disagreed in the 
specific'areas of parenting responsibility that the non­
custodial parent should be involved in. This result alone 
makes suspect any divorce study involving only one parent. 
In regard to postdivorce cooperation in the parenting 
79relationship, if Scheff 1 s (1967) theory of perception of 
attitudes and cooperation is used, the picture is somewhat 
brighter. In over 70 per cent of our couples, both parents 
perceived that the spous~ agreed with them on precisely the 
same question (57) that 85 per cent of them disagreed on. 
For the other three questions, this co-perception of agree­
ment occurred in between 40 per cent to 60 per cent of the 
couples. These couples, in which both parents perceive the 
agreement of the spouse on the issue are, according to 
Scheff's theory, more likely to be able to work out a co­
operative co-parental relationship than those who perceive 
the spouse1s disagreement. 
78Goode, loc. cit. 

79Scheff, loc. cit. 
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We assume that a cooperative and consistent postdivorce 
co-parental relationship with the children will enhance theI 
, children's adjustment to the family fragmented by divorce. 
I Whether actual co-parental agreement or co-parentally per-
I ceived agreement is used as the measure of the probability
I 
of this cooperative relationship occurring, it seems clearI 
that in about half of our sample of divorcing families,
I 
there w'ill likely be some moderate to severe difficulties inI 
establishing and maintaining such a relationship.i 
l 
I 

! 

CHAPTER VIr 
RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 
The findings and implications of this study could 
be helpful in planning for a domestic relations court ser­
vice ~evoted to helping divorcing couples work out their 
co-parental relationship. This information cou'l:d be used 
for determining the allocation of resources for such a 
service. 
If the data presented here is interpreted according to 
Scheff1s theory of the likelihood of a couple developing a 
cooperative co-parental relationship, some predictions as to 
the relative number of couples requiring service can be 
made. In approximately 50 per cent of divorcing couples, 
both parents perceive the spouse to be in agreement with 
them on co-parenting issues, and could be presumed to be 
relatively more likely to develop a cooperative relation­
ship. Approximately 5 per cent would be in very serious 
need of some kind of service, since both parents perceive 
disagreement on these issues and would therefore be likely 
to experience a good deal of conflict. The. other 45 per 
cent (approximately) would be expected to be at a somewhat 
lesser degree of risk, since only one parent perceives dis­
agreement on these issues. 
I 

.I 
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In order to make the data presented here definitively 
functional, however, a follow-up study should be conducted. 
Two suggested areas of follow-up are: (1) an evaluation of 
the predictive value of co-parental agreement at the time of 
filing for divorce (as described in this paper) as related 
to the actual co-parental relationship that is developed 
following divorce, and (2) the extent of the relationship 
between the actual co-parental relationship and the subse­
quent social and emotional adjustment of the children to the 
fact of divorce and the fragmented family. This kind of 
follow-up study would also, incidentally, provide an oppor­
tunity to empirically test the practical uti~ity of Dr. 
Scheff1s theory that the perception of agreement is more 
important for cooperation than actual agreement on the 
80issues. 
The Impact of Divorce on Children and Their Parents 
Study intends, over the next year, to obtain precisely this 
kind of follow-up data with the same panel studied for this 
paper. It would therefore be quite possible to assess the 
utility (both theoretical and practical) of the hypotheses 
and methodology developed for this descriptive, preliminary 
study. 
80Scheff, Ibid. 
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1 APPENDIX I 
1 
I 
-IMPACT OF DIVORCE ON CHILOREN 
AND THEIR PARE~TS 
QUEST Ior·JNA IRE 
10 

-- -- --
---- ---- ------------------
--
--
--
1. HCWI many children do .you have?......---'___ 
GradE! leVel School Name 
i i t 
2. 	 Please.check the following to indicate those people NOW living with you: 
No one, Children, Mother and/or Father, 
____Mother-in-law and/or father-in-l aw, __Other rel ati ves, 

_
 
_ -....;Housekeeper, Friends, Other (describe) 
3. 	 Religious preference: 
__Protestant;, __Catholic, __Jewish, __Other, __None 
4. 	 Did you have a religious ceremony at the time of your marriage? 
--
Yes 
----
I~O 
5. 	 OQ you attend church or synagogue? 
Yes 
No 
6. 	 If yes to #5, how often do you attend? 
____Daily 
__"Jeek1y 
Once 	a month 
__Few 	 times a year 
{ 
--
--
--
---- ---- ----
-- --
---- ---- ----
--
--
9 
7. 	 00 any of your children attend Saturday or Sunday School? 
Yes 

--
No 

8. 	 If yes to #7, how often do they attend? 
__Daily 
__vleekly 

Once a month 

Few times a year 

--""­
What part did your religious belief play in you and your spouse's decision 
to file for divorce? 
__Not important 
Somewhat important 
__Very important 
10. 	 Race/ethnic identification:. 
Caucasian) Black (Negro), Chicano (Mexican American), 
Oriental ~ Native American (American Indian) 
11. 	 Are you currently \'1orking? __Yes, __No 
12. 	 If yes to #11, are you working Full time, Part time, Other 
(describe) 
------------------------------~-------------------
13. 	 What is your occupation? 
----~----------------------
14. 	 How long have you been working at present job? 1 month or less, 
__1 - 6 months, __7 - 11 months, __, - 2 years~ __rJ1ore than 2 years 
15. 	 ~lhat is your monthly income before anything is taken out? less than $200. 
_$200 - $399, _$400 - $599 ~ _$600 - $799, _$800 - $99951 _ $1 ,000 ­
$1199, _$1200 - $1399, _$1400 - $1599, _$1600 - $1799, _$1800 & up 
--
---- ---- ----
--
-- --
---- ---- ----
--
--
--
16. 	 If you are !l.Qi work~ng, how long hA,ve you ,been out of work? 
__Less than 1 month, _'","--_Betw~eri 1 -' 6 months, __Between 7 months ­
1 year, __Over 1 yeatr, _---'-' Ne~E!r worke4 
• > 
17. 	 Are you a student or involved in a work' tr~~ning program? ___Yes, ___No 
18. 	 If yes to #17:J are you involved ___Full time, __Part time 
19. 	 If ~ to #17, do you pian to seek more schbDling or clther training? 
Yes, No 
20. 	 What was your work history before marriage? 
Never "'lorked J Worked ful-l time, lJ6rked part time 
• 1 	 • 
21. 	 What has been your work history during marriage? 
Never worked, J~orked 1"n1 time, t~orked part time 
22. 	 How marty jbbs have you held during the past five years? None, 1, 
2~ 3, 4 or more 
23. 	 If you are working~ who takes care of your children on a r~gular basis? 
_Other parent~ _Relatives, _Child care center, _Baby sitter, 
_Take care of themselves, _Other (explain) _____________ 
24. 	 How many times have you and/or your spouse filed for divorce? 
This is the first time 
--
2 times 

3 or more times 

25. 	 Had you ever considered separating before deciding to file for this divorce? 
--
Yes 
No 
--
26. 	 If yes to f/25, hO\,I long had you ··dj'hsidered a s.eparation before filing 
for di vorce? 
less 	than a week, 11 - 3 we~ks, 1 - 3 months, 4 - 6 months,
-- ~i.............. ~ '." -	 ­
I 
_Over 6 mOnt~s \ ~~ year & over 
27. 	 Are you and y~ur spa.Use !!Q¥! 1;ving ap~tt? __Yes, __,~o 
28. 	 If ye.s to #21, for hdllJ long? _Less than a week, _1 - 3 \fJeeks, 
_1 - 3 mOnths, ___4 - 6 mOtlths, _over 6 mbrtths, ___i year & over 
29. 	 Have you ~"er talked to. anyone abo~t thosE problEimS leading to you and your 
spouse filing for divorce? 
--
Yes 

No 

--..-; 
30 	 If yes to #:29, please dheck with wi10m you h~\fe tal ked about these prOblems. 
--
Relat;~es 
__Cl ergymari 
_---..,;Fami 1 y doctor 

____Attorney 

--
Psychiatrist 

__Psycho109; st 

_~i¥iarriage & family counselor 
Social worker 
__Other (describe) ______________________ 
31. 	 Are you now receiving professional counseling about those problems leading 
to you and your spouse fil ing for divot~ce? 
--
Yes 

--
No 

--
32. 	 If yes -to 31, please check to whom ydU hav~ taiked about these matters. 
_----:.Fami ly Doctor 
__Psychiatri st 
__Psycho,logi st 
_~r4arriage & family coiJnselor 
Social L~orRer 
__Cl ergyman 
____Other ____________________________________~---------
33 	 Describe briefly some of the teasons you or your spouse decided to 
fi le for divorce ____________________ 
34 Do you· want the divorce? __Yes,__No. 

35 Has the divorce been discussed with your children? __Yes,__No. 

36 With whom will the children be living if you and your spouse separate 

or divorce? __i~1e,__Spouse,_· _Other, __Has not been decided. 
37 How did you arrive at the decision about who will have custody of 
your children? 
Discussion with spouse 

__Discussion with children 

__Discussion "lith relatives 

Consultation with my attorney 
__Professional counseling 
__Court decision 
__Other (Describe} ___________________ 
Has 	 not been decided 
--
---- -----------------------------------------------------
--
--
--
---- ---------------------------------------------------
38 
39 
40 
41. 
What issues were ,discussed br a~e beirlg discussed in deciding who should 
have ¢ustody of your childfen? 
__Age of th,1dren, ________Sex of c~ildren, __tiishes of children, 
, Schooling for children, Special health problems, Child care 
--~ ----	 ---­
arrahgements:) M· ' ,'; ~elationshin: of chi ldren to parents,
-""-- oneJ '---'-'- ....... 
__Relationships of parents \'iith other people, __Remarriage of either 
Parent, 
----
Other 
----------------
--- _._--------­
None of these have been decided or discussed 
\-Ihich of the following activities of the parents were discussed or are 
being discussed in deciding who should have custody of your children? 
__l10rk schedule, __Time away from home, __HoUSing arrangements, 
__	Outside time commitments, _~Amount of time spent with children, 
Other 
None, Have not been discussed or decided 
Did you 'ever consider any custody arrangement other than the present one? 
Yes, No 
t·jhat reason(s) would influence you to c;,ange the present custody arrangement? 
__Change in financial ability to provide by either parent 
__Child neglect or abuse by either parent 
Change in either parent's ability to take care of the children 
__Change in living arrangements by either parent that affects the children 
lither 
___Haven1t decided on custody arrangement 
--
--
--
-----
---- ------------------------------------
--
--
--
--
--
--
---- ------------------------------------------
42 Are you satisfied with the present custody arrangement? 

--
Yes 

No 

__Have not decided on custody arrangement 

43. Is child support being paid? __Yes, __Uo 
44. 	 If no to #43~ will child support be paid in the future? 

Yes 

--
No 

I don't know 

45 What issues have been or are being discussed regarding child support? 
__Income of spouse 
Number of children 
__Ages of children 
__Opportunity to modify support in future 
Other 
__Nothing has been discussed 
46 Should the parent paying child support be allowed to help decide how 
the money will be spent? 
--
Yes 
No 
I don' t kno\ts 
47 How did you arrive at the decision made regarding child support? 
Discussion with spouse 
Consultation with ~ attorney 
Discussion with relatives 
Court decision . 
I Other (describe) 
I 
__Haven't decided regarding child support 
I 
-l 
--
--
--
--
--
48. 	 Do you agree with the amount that is being paid? __Yes, _~No 
49 What issues have been or are being discussed regarding alimony
(spousal support)? 
Income of spouse who will pay alimony 
__Income of spouse who \'Ji 11 get ali mony 
__Child support payments 
t~orking capab.ility of spouse wno will get alirrioh~ 
-----..; 1 	 ':
_-.-;Other econorriic resourses of ea4h spouse 

__Othe.r (descrlbe) 
.1-1_--_________________ 
Has 	 riot been discussed
-----..; 
50. 	 Has a decision been made regarding alimony (spousal support)? 
Yes 
No 
----.; 
Not 	decided
-----..; 
51 	 liow did you arrive at a decision regarding alimony? 
_----..;Discussion with spouse 
__Consul tat; on wi th . my attorney 
Court decision 

Discussion with relatives 

Other

--" 
Not 	decided 
--
-----
--
--
--
--
--
---- ---- ----
--
--
52 What 	do you think is the value of child visitations? 
To maintain ~ contact between parent and child 
Parent has a right to visit the children 
'"'-­
,Tb help the child feel secure and loved 

...IlIo.-~D1scipl ine the children 

______To help in other decisions concerning the children 

__	Other (describe) ___________-..----___ 

No value 

53 	 How did you arrive at a decision regarding visitation arrapgements? 
__Discussed with spouse 
__Consultation with my attorney 
Discussion with relatives 

Professional counseling 

Court decision 

Children1s wishes 

Other

---- ----------------------------------------------.-----­
--" 
Have 	not decided 
54. H~w 	frequently do you think visi~ation should take place? ______Any time. 
About once a week, More than once a week, Twice a month. 
__Every fel'" mOnths:. __On special occasions or vacations onlYlI _Never 
55 	 Are you satisfied with present visitation ~rrangement? 
--
Yes 

No 

Have not decided on visitation arrangement 

--
--
--
--
--
56 Should the hon-cust~dial parent take an active ro1e in child rearing? 

----
Ves 
--
No 
I don't know
-......­
57 	 If yes to #56, please check areas in which the non-custodial parent should 
take an active role. 
_School involvement~ _Social activities, _Dress, _Driving, _Dating, 
_Discipline, _Allo\\fance, _Health, _Rel igious training, _Use of 
child support money, _Other (describe) ______________ 
_ None of these 
58 	 Have you noticed any change in your children's behavior since the divorce 
filing? 

Ves 

--
i~o 
I don't know 
59 If yes to #58~ please check those areas of change. 
HEALTH: _Eati ng, _51 eeping, __Compl aints of feel ing sick, ~earful ness, 
___Other ________________________________________________ 
SCHOOL: _Attendance, _Grades, _Classroom behavior 

RELATIONS WITH: ~rothers &Sisters, ___Parents, ___Neighbors, 

_Playmates & F~iends, _Grandparents, _Other relatives 
60. 	 Are any of your children in trouble with the police or other juvenile 
authorities? 

Yes 

No 

I don't know 

--
--
--
61. 	 If yes to #60, are they under the supervision of the Juvenile Court or 
other agency? 
--
Yes 
--
No 
rdon't know -~ 
62. 	 If yes to #61) what agency is providing supervision? 
___Juvenile Court, ___Children Services Division, ___lqac1aren School, 
_Hillcrest School, _Youth Care Center, _Other (describe) 
63. 	 Have any of your children been in trouble \~;th the police or juvenile 
authorities in the past? 
--
Yes 
No 

I don't know 

64. 	 If yes to #63~ what agency was providing supervision? 
__-__Juvenile Court, ___Children Services Division, ___Maclaren School, 
_Hillcrest School, _Youth Care Center, _Other (describe) ______ 
65. 	 Have any of your children been in any trouble that would ordinarily lead 
to contact with police or juvenile authorities? 
--
Yes 
...-------.;1 don't know 
66 	 During the divorce proceedings, do you think it would be helpful to have 
someone sit down with you and your spouse in order to work out a parenting 
relationship that would be the most beneficial for your children? 
Yes 
No
----..; 
J 

I 
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
61 If such G :rcrvt[".Q wa<17 orf'i'cl*Cd by thQ COUY'"t Il would you attend? 
'1es 
No 

I don I t kno\,1 

68 	 Would you be willing to attend a court'sponsored service at this time? 
Yes 
No 
I don't know 
69 	 ~Jould you·1be willing to come if your ex-spouse was also involved? 
--
Yes 
No 
I don't know 
70. 	 Please write down tile name, address and telephone of a r~lative or 
friend who will always know where you can be reached. 
Name 
~F'~·r-s~t------------------~M~id~d~l~e-----------------L~a-s~t-----------
Address: 
~Nu-m~b-e-r----~S~t-r-ee~t~----I.C~it~y----------~Z~ip~C~o~de-------=Te~l~e-p~h-on-e--
I 
j 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I
I 
I 
1 
APPENDIX II 
Ii~TERV IE~J S4HEDULE PROBES 

The following format should be used i~ probing questions as indicated. When 
appropriate, please obtain information about the persons with whom subjects
talked in the following order: Spous~, relatives, professionals (family doctor, 
psychiatrists, social workers, r4 and f Counselors I) psyc,hologists, clergyman, 
and attorneys).. If ~Je take the data ~n this oreier, the rating of the data 
will be done anore easily. Your probe$ of course will depe~d on the responses
from the subjects. In other words yoU m~ay not get data from each of the 
possible sources, since subjects may not have talked with all the persons 
listed. I 
Please verify each item checked on the questionnaire by repeating them to 
the subject. Make any deletions or additions necessary on the questionnaire. 
Then take each item checked and ask the following probes. 
#9 	 Review questions 3 through 0; if response on question 9 is consistent with 
previous responses or "'if not important U is checKed, probe 1 ightly _. On 
other responses or discrepant responses probe about before and since filing
dimensions. Check'if both spouses agree/disagree on this dimensions. 
130 	 Persons talked to about (Probiems leading to divorce). Just probe on 
a-h on question #30. 
PROBES: 
a. 	 When did you tall< with about the problems?
1. 	 Here is(Wher~ you get before/during/after data (see and/or 
remember the definitlons). 
b. 	 Who (of the spous~s) tf~c ilded to talk' to • 
1. 	 Spouse, subject or beth. ----~ 
c. 	 Who talked with • 
1. 	 Spouse, subject, together, etc. 
d. 	 How often or frequently did you talk with _____ 
e. 	 How important was this talk in decisions you made about your marriage. 
1. 	 What was their opinion - agree or disagree with subject. 
f. 	 Did this talk help in agreement between you and spouse in solving 
your problems. . 
1. 	 In what ways did it help or not help - examples please. 
g. HO\'J ittportant was' tnis talk in .Jetting subject and spouse to cooperate
with 	each other? ' 
1. 	 In what ways did it help or not help -,have ,subject give examples. 
h.. (Omit for question 35 only) Were children a part of this talk with 
1. 	 Have them elaborate in ar~as of agreement and coopetatlon. ---­
i. 	 (Add for' quest'ions 37, 47, 51 ~ and 53) 
After discuss:i o'n " ( issue} \'11 th all the peop1e, \tlha t person was 
most, important in the decisi0l',l ~de,'agout the (issue) 
1. 	 spouse.. lJla,:., ~~ ,-rutd -spOlfse 5 attorney .. et~. . , 
* 	#32 (Professional Counseling at Present) 
Same as tJ30 (a-h) 
#33 	 (Reasons for Divorce) This is a "before" question. Probe "What 

situation or event led up to filing; what were areas of ~isagreement?1I

uGive examples of disagreement. u 

134 	 (Want the Divorce) 

ao Before filing, did you want the divorce? (yes, no; ambivalent, etc~) 

b. Before filing, did your spouS'e want the divorce? (Yes:J no. amb-lvalent g etc.) 
c. At present, do you want the divorce? (yes, no, a1nbivalent, etc.) 
, . 
d. At present, does your spouse want the divorce? {yes, no, ambivalent, etc.} 
* 	 #35 (Divorce Discussed with Children) 
Same as # 30 except, omit h, add i. 
#36 	 Probe ,Jlbefore filing" [!arenting ,re)ationshiE • 
.... .
. 
"We would like some information about your parenting relationship with 
your spouse before the divorce was filed ••• " ' 
uHO\1 would you describe the relatiQoship? For example, who was most 
responsible for the' children? (self, spouse, shared, 'etc.) 
"Who was, most responsible for 

-discipline

-health matters 

-use of ~oney for the children 

-dress 

-religious, moral training 
The fol1o\'iing apply only to school.. age children. 

-school matters -dating 

-social activities -allowance 

-driving -other (please probe) 

uHow did your parenting pattern come to be 1 (agreed bet\-Ieen parents, just
happened, etc.) 
"How would you describe the parenting relationship prior to filing? 
-in terms of agreement (attitudes) between the parents. (examples?)
-in terms of, cooperation (behavior) between the parents (examples?)
-in tenms of your relationship to the children. (examples?)
-in terms of your spouse's relationship to the children (examples?) 
* 	037 (Custody Decision)
Same as #30 a-h. add i. 
#38. 	 (Issues in Custody - Child Related) 

We should' 11·l<e to get more information about the issues: The importance

of each issue, agreement, any cooperation. 

a. 	 When were the ·issues discussed? (Before/S,ince, Filing) 
For"each issue checkQd.: 
to you? Why?b. 	 How lmporta~t is 
c. 	 Does your spouse agree with you about .the importance of (issue)? 
d. 	 Are you and your spouse cooperating (working t~gether) in the 
discussion of these issues? 
e. 	 If IINoneu or uHas not been discussed" is checked, ask "How will the 
decision be made? 
If no '~lssues checked ask subject: "Which issues are important to 
you?" As they,reply ask: "Does your spouse agree with you about 
the importance?" 
** #39 (Issues in custody - Parent-related) Same as 138 
#40 	 (Other custody arrangements) If yes,-what other arrangement has been 

considered? (t.led i,nto 141).' If yes, what would be reasons for change? 

·#42 	 (Satisfaction with Custody) 
i. Are you satisfied with present (wcustody ) arrangement? (E)tamples?) 
b. Is your spouse satisfied with the 2resent ( custody 1arrangement? (examples?): 
c. 	 What do you think the final(custody) decision will be? 
** #45 (losOes(;'jtr:;Ch·jld'::¥iup.pE?~~lJ Same as #38 
//46 On uYes" or uno" ­
a. Does your sp,ouse agree \,Ii th you? 
Prob~ the following regardless of answer: 
b. 	 Who had the ~st responsibility for deciding how much money was 
spent before? 
(I did - Did you~ spouse agree?) . 
(Spouse did - Did you agree?) . (Both - Oidyou and your spouse agree?) 
c. 	 Has this changed since f11i'ng?
d. 	 Cooperation: , 
Did you and yo~r spouse \JlOrk together. in deciding how money \'1as 
spent (even though you disagreed)? Do: you work together now (1n
agreeing about who is responsibile and deciding on how nroney is spent?) 
* 147 (Decision rega~ding child sUPP2rt) Same as 130& a-h, add i 
** 149 (Issues in Alimony) Same as #38 
1: 151 (Decision regar.ding spousal support) Same, as 1J30, a-h, add 1. 
152 (Value of child visitation) 

On each item checked: 

. a. How important is this to you? Why?

b. 	 Does your spouse agree? 
153 	 (Decision regarding visitation) Same as 130, a-h, plus i 
*** 	 ISS (Sa~sfact1on with visitation) Same as #42 
156 	 (Role of non-custodial parent - Child rearing) 
a. 	 Does your spouse agree with you?
b. 	 Who had the most responsibility for child-rearing before? 
(I d-l d - D1 d your spouse agree wi th that?)
(Spouse did - Did you agree with that1)
(Both - Did.you and your spouse agree?) 
#57 	 (Areas - Non-custodial parent activity) 
a. Was "Non-custodial parentU active in this area before filing for 
divorce? 	 R. 
b. 	 Has ~h1s changed since fi1ing for divorce? 
.. How importan·t is' (his/her/your) parttcipation in this activity? 
-- - Does your spouse agree about the importance of (his/her/your) 
'partici pation? 
-00 you and your spouse cooperate (work together) to make (his!
her/your) participation possible? 
Operational Definition: Non-custodial parent - The parent with whom children 
are ~ living (or will not be living with "after divorce is final). 
If NONE is checked: 
C:---In what areas was the non-custodial parent active before filing for 
the divorce? 
d. 	 Did you and your spouse work together (cooperate) in these areas of 
parenting before filing? (examples?) 
#59 	 (Children's Behavior) 
nWe \.,;sh to get information on your (child.~·s/c.hildren ·s) behavior before 
filing and during the divorce action. You have a ---year old (boy/girl), 
a ---year old (boy/girl), etc. We are concerned with three areas: 
health: eating, sleeping, complaints of feeling sick, etc; school: which 
because you have no schopl age children we wont go" into ~at~endance. 
grades, classroom behavior. etc.; relations with others: with brothersl 
sisters, yourself, your spouse, neighbors, friends, other relatives. 
. 	 .. 
First, let ·'s take your oldest, the -year o,'d (boy/girl): 
1. 	 Before filing did (he/she) have any hea1th problems? (examples? ­
eating habits, steeping, etc.)
2. 	 Before filing did (he/she) have any problems in school? (ex~ples?
attendance, grades, behaviQr. etc.)
3. 	 Before filing did (he/she) have any problems in relating to others? 
(exa~~les? brother, sister. spouse, yourself, etc.) ,
4. 	 Since filing has (he/she) developed any health problems (Examples?l
5. 	 Since filing has (he/she) developed any problems in school? (examples?)
6. 	 Since filing has (he/she) developed any prob'~ in relating to others? (examples?) 
REPEAT FOR EACH CHILD 1-6 
166-69 Suggestion for brief explanation when needed 
in series of last interivew questions. 
of court service as noted 
I 
u'fhe service would provide an opportunity for couples to sit down and 
discuss the"ir role as separated parents, focusing on decision maldng
around some of the areas already discussed in the intervlew I.E. 
custody, visitation, and child support. 0· 
I 
I 
I· 
APPENDIX III 

j 
I 
I 
i 
II . 	 The Circuit Court for Clackamas County is very con­
cerned about the welfare of the children of divorcingI parents. We are asking for your help in better understand­I ing the problems of adjustment to divo~ce. 
i 
We are cooperating with a team from Portland StateI University who are studying the impact of divorce on chil­I dren and their parents. You have been asked to participate 
in the study, and will be contacted for an initial inter­! 
view shortly by either Dr. Stanley N. Cohen or Mr. Nolan, Jones. All the interview information is confidential and 
will not be used or made available to the court. You willI be paid $20.00 by P~U after the interview has been com­
pleted. 
The Clackamas County Bar Association has endorsed this 
project. Your attorney will be notified regarding your
selection for participation. 
As a parent, I am sure you are as concerned as I am 
about helping children adjust to divorce. Therefore, I am 
counting on you to cooperate in carrying out this important
study. We hope to do a better job for both children and 
their parents when this study is.completed. 
Thank you again for your cooperation. 
Dale Jacobs (Signed) 
cc: To attorney of record (petitioner & respondent)i 
l 
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